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PREFACE 


THE present publication completes a task undertaken upwards of 
twenty years ago, and but partially absolved in 1895 by the 
issue of an edition, in the same series, of The Fourth, Fifth, and 
Sixth Books of Herodotus. The most obvious difference in 
method between the two works is the addition of an Apparatus 
Criticus to this volume. That Apparatus, however, makes no 
pretence to independent authority. Fully aware that fresh colla- 
tions of some of the Codices are desirable, I could have wished 
in particular to have had something better and more recent in 
relation to the Sancroft MS. than Gaisford® (1840) to work 
upon. Non omnia possumus omnes. I dare not face such 
further delay of this publication as was involved in a thorough 
collation, and I could not guarantee the results of a perfunctory 
reading. If the present work have any special or novel merits, 
they will be discovered in some other directions; yet I am not 
without a hope that the printed text may prove a convenience, 
and the synthesis of the labours of previous editors, presented 
by the Apparatus, lack neither interest nor utility for those to 
whom these volumes are addressed. 

Commentary and Appendices may claim to present a good 
deal more than a mere synthesis of the labours of others; yet 
I despair, even with recourse to an Index Auctorum, of 
acknowledging adequately my obligations to previous and con- 
temporary scholars and historians. I have nowhere consciously 


exploited another man’s work without acknowledgement; but 
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now and again virtue has peradventure flowed over me from 
masters unknown or forgotten. Thirty years have I lectured 
and taught in the University upon the topics treated in these - 
volumes, and have doubtless profited directly and indirectly by 
the winged words of fellow-students, at home and abroad: I am 
no longer able to father my every thought upon its ‘first and 
only begetter.. Moreover, what scholar has not known again 
and again old ideas rediscovered and proclaimed as novelties, in 
perfect good faith? It has happened to me also to encounter, 
in print or viva voce, points or parallels which I could almost 
have sworn were my very own. The jealous scramble for 
priority of publication in the well-worked fields of Herodotean 
research were a little difficult to justify; and the attempt here 
to enumerate items which I believe to be fresh and original in 
my own work, a sorry speculation: so woefully would omitted 
articles and unconsidered bagatelles depreciate the claim. I 
shall be more than content if the comparatively small number 
of readers—all I can hope for—who are capable of a judgement 
in the matter, find my work serviceable and interesting. It is 
addressed to the friends of Hellenic studies: except for that 
appeal, it has been accomplished through long years, amid many 
conflicting duties, and latterly under some physical disabilities, 
purely for its own sake, and as a debt of honour—almae Mairi 
nutricia—to the University of Oxford, which in according me 
@ quasi-professorial position upon her staff, laid silently upon me 
(as I understood) an obligation to diminish, so far as in me lay, 
the reproach—perhaps a trifle antiquated—of sterility, still too 
often levelled against her resident sons. 

Somewhat full analyses, or Zables of Contents, are prefixed 
to the Introduction and to the Appendices in these volumes ; 
but, without recourse to the Jndices, it will not be possible for 
those who consult the work to assemble all the references bearing 
upon the almost innumerable topics discussed. In particular, 
the argument of the Introduction is constantly enforced, and 
supplemented, in Commentary and Appendices, and it is only, 
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for example, in Index IV. that the fuller references for ‘the 
priority of the last three Books’ in Composition, or the 
hypothesis of the ‘three Drafts,’ and so forth, are to be found. 
I fear, indeed, that I have not always succeeded in avoiding 
unnecessary repetitions: at least one such case of superfluity 
affronts me in the parallel passages on the Hellespontine Bridges. 
The passage in the Commentary was printed first; and yet it 
seemed impossible, when the Bridges loomed up in the Appendtz, 
to be content with a simple reference back to the Commentary, 
leaving an obvious lacuna and inconsequence in the sustained 
argument of the section: but I would fain hope that this case 
is all but unique. Exception may be taken to my inconsistencies 
in transliterating proper names, and to discrepancies between the 
spelling in my text and that upon some of my Maps. Such 
objections in part affect the mystery of book-making, and your 
author is hardly quite a free agent, or responsible: in part, such 
discrepancies, which never leave the real objective in any doubt, 
seem to me almost negligible quantities. If that is not enough, 
I will make bold to say that, had I the whole work to do over 
again, I would be, if you please, even more pedantic in such 
matters, and enforce a transliteration of Greek proper names as 
exactly as Grote and Browning did: ‘Herodotus,’ though I have 
adhered to it, is an abomination to me, and ‘ Thucydides ~— 
which the Anglo-Saxon pronounces ‘ Theusydidese’—an absurdity. 

But perhaps what might most loudly call for an apology is 
the audacity of my dedications. I have ventured to inscribe the 
first volume of this Hx voto to the three distinguished Editors 
on whose foundations my Apparatus is in the main erected; and 
with the second volume I have dared couple the names of three 
distinguished fellow-countrymen of my own, all brilliant ex- 
positors of old Greek life and letters) They will not, I hope, 
be shocked if I say in defence that Herodotus had in him the 
makings of a very decent Irishman, just as Thucydides might 
pass, of course, for a typical John Bull. But, as I may call them 
in some sort, all three, friends of long standing, they will forgive 
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me when they find their names—that is, their good examples 
and courageous spirit—associated with my work. Had Sir 
Richard Claverhouse Jebb been still within hearing of such an 
Ave, I might have claimed a like indulgence for the unauthorized 
use of his name. 

I have to acknowledge with cordial thanks the care and 
acuteness with which an old friend and former pupil, Mr. 
George Buckland Green, now a Master at the Academy School 
in Edinburgh, has assisted me in the correction of the proofs of 
this work. My gratitude is due to Messrs. R. & R. Clark, 
of Edinburgh, and to their accomplished and learned staff, for 
the accuracy and unfailing courtesy with which the lengthy 
business of printing these volumes has been conducted, and to 
the House of ‘Edward Stanford, for the pains bestowed upon 
the maps in the second volume. Last, and not least, I desire to 
record my grateful sense of the patience and kindness with 
which my publishers, and in especial Dr. George A. Macmillan, 
have endured a long-drawn engagement, from which neither 
publisher nor author can expect to derive pecuniary advantage ! 


REGINALD W. MACAN. 


OxForD, December 1907. 
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INTRODUCTION 


§ 1. The seventh, eighth, and ninth Books, or ‘Muses,’ constitute 
a distinct part, or section, of the work of Herodotus. They form 
a whole in themselves, separate from the preceding Books, and 
closely continuous and related with each other. Though com- 
prising in actual substance a full third of the work, the narrative . 
in this volume presents but a single short war, of two campaigns, 
and is free for the most part from digressions and excursuses, such 
as bulk so large in the earlier Books. The chronological condi- 
tions of the continuous narrative are complete in a dyad, or at most 
in a decade, of years. A somewhat larger demand is made in the 
geographical interest ; but the requirements of the narrative, or of 
the composition, are satisfied without serious interruption of the 
main theme, and geography rarely, if ever, in these, as often in the 
earlier Books, becomes an end in itself. Nor is the story proper 
much neglected, or often deserted, for purely narrative digressions, 
stories within or beside the story of the war; if anecdotes or 
tales are brought in which break the strict sequence or continuity 
of the main narrative, yet they have mostly some bearing upon 
the subject in hand, as antecedents, consequents, or illustrations. 
There is, indeed, as compared with the preceding Books, a re- 
markable closeness in the texture and argument of this last trio. 
The subject proper comprises the story of the invasion of Greece 
by the Persians, the ‘ Barbarians,’ under Xerxes, a well-defined 
and well-understood episode, or climax, to which Thucydides, for 
example, afterwards applied the title τὰ Μηδικά, ‘the war with 
the Mede,’ as a technical term.’ In dealing with this special 


1 Thucyd. 1. 23. 1 τῶν δὲ πρότερον ὁ Μηδικὸς πόλεμος 1. 90.1; 95.7; 97.1; 
ἔργων μέγιστον ἐπράχθη τὸ ηδικόν, eal 8. 10. 2. τὰ Μηδικά 1. 14. 2; 18. 8; 
τοῦτο ὅμως δυοῖν ναυμαχίαιν καὶ wefo- 97. 2; 2. 16.1; 21. 2; 8. 24. 8 (ep. 
μαχίαιν ταχεῖαν τὴν κρίσιν ἔσχεν. Cp. 1.41.2; 69.1; 78.2; 142. 7; 6. 82. 8). 
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subject Herodotus undertook to cover a good deal of ground, and 
to organise a large mass of material; the result is a treatment 
upon a scale for which the preceding six Books have afforded no 
parallel. How curt the stories of the Marathonian campaign, of 
the first expedition of Mardonios, of the six years’ struggle with 
Ionia in revolt, compared with the scale on which the invasion 
under Xerxes is delineated! Even the invasion of Europe by 
Dareios in person, which might more nearly challenge comparison, 
is dwarfed beside the story of ‘the great Expedition,’ much more 
the other and earlier adventures, of Greek against Greek, or Greek 
against Barbarian, or of Barbarians among themselves, whereof 
the former Books of Herodotus have preserved a memory. So 
great, indeed, is the contrast in scale, method, and interest 
between the last three Books of Herodotus and the first three, 
that it would be difficult to relate these two sections of the work 
to each other, or to believe them parts of one whole, governed by 
one single plan and conception, if accident had divorced them, or 
if, say, the middle portion of the work, Bks. 4, 5, 6, like the 
middle Books of the Annals of Tacitus, had been lost in the lost 
archetypal manuscript.' The distinct and independent unity of 
the last three Books is further accentuated by the clear stylistic 
break between the sixth and seventh Buoks on the one hand, and 
the total absence of any stylistic break between the seventh and 
eighth Books and between the eighth and ninth Books upon the 
other. Nowhere, indeed, is the existent division into Bovuks less 
justified than in the last section of the work of Herodotus.” The 
break between Bovk 7 and Book 8 seems indeed inevitable from 
the otherwise unruly dimensions of the former, and a distinct 
pause is marked in the narrative, after Thermopylai, by the 
record of the erection of monuments, subsequently, upon the spot, 
and by the author's clear severance of the operations by sea off 
Artemision from the operations by land at Thermopylai. ‘ This 
justification or call for a convenient division is emphasized by the 
Spartan anecdote, probably a later addition, and hardly from the 


1 Cp. my edition of Books IV.-VI. the whole work is divided into twelve 
(1895), Introduction, § 4 (vol. i. pp. xii. λόγοι, of which the last three comprise, 
ff.). indeed, the last three Books, but with 

2 Cp. the Ockonomie des Herodotischen new divisions (Δόγος ι' = vil. 1-177; 
Werks in A. von Gutschmid’s Kleine Aédyos ια΄ -- γι!. 178-vi1I. 129; Adyos ιβ΄ 
Schriften, iv. (1893), pp. 188 ff., where =VIII. 130-1x. 122). 
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author's pen, with which the Book now concludes; but neither 
in the original nor in the final draft of this section or volume of 
the work was there any grammatical or stylistic break or pause 
between our Book 7 and our Book 8. The same observation is 
exactly true of the break between Books 8 and 9; grammatically 
the breach is ignored, and materially it is purely artificial, not to 
say unnatural. Least of all do the existing divisions correspond 
to a chronological skeleton, such as underlies the division of the 
work of Thucydides into Books.’ The action of the last forty 
chapters of the seventh Book is synchronous, so to say, with that 
of the first twenty-five chapters of the eighth Book, just as the 
events narrated in the first half of the ninth Book are ex hypothesi 
synchronous with the events narrated in the second half. If the 
‘Book of Artemision’ was to be separated from the ‘ Book of 
Thermopylai,’ so might the ‘ Book of Mykale’ have been parted, 
and with more justification in the nature of things, from the 
‘Book of Plataia.’ The purely artificial or arbitrary nature of 
the divisions, plainly dictated by merely external convenience, is 
8 witness to the essential coherence of the record as a whole. 
This coherence is further attested by the observation of the over- 
laps between Book and Book: thus the narrative of the naval 
operations is taken up at the opening of Book 8 from Book 7 
c. 196, and again in Book 9c. 90 from Book 8 c. 132; what 
would otherwise have been purely a naval story has been 
interrupted, we may say, in the one case by the story of 
Thermopylai, in the other by the story of Plataia. No other 
equal portion of the work of Herodotus exhibits so remarkable a 
coherence, continuity, and freedom from digression, interruption, 
or asides as this the third and last volume, or trio, of Books. 
Other particular and considerable portions of the work do indeed 
reveal an equal closeness and unity of structure, the Egyptian 
Logo, the Skythian Logoi, the Libyan Logoi, each severally ; but 
the size and separateness of the Egyptian Jogoi, for example, 
destroys by its position the unity and continuity of the Medo- 
Persian history into which it has been inserted, and tlie smaller 
but substantial unities of the Skythian and Libyan Zogoi have 


1 The second, third, and fourth Bks. same scheme, had the work been com- 
of Thacydides each contain the annals pleted, not by Xenophon but by the 
of a triennium: the eighth, ninth, and author. The division into Books is, of 
tenth might have shown almost the course, posthumous. 
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combined to form ἃ unity in Book 4, which has destroyed 
apparently for most students and editors the inner continuity of 
Herodotus’s narrative from the passage of the Bosporos by Dareios 
to the battle of Marathon, and its immediate sequelae. Moreover, 
the bewildering kinematograph of Hellenic histories developed in 
Books 5 and 6, and especially in the latter, throws into all the 
greater relief the comparative simplicity and unity of interest and 
story in Books 7, 8,9. If that unity and that simplicity are 


not conspicuous to a fault, the result is due in the first place to 
‘the dividing and conflicting interest of actions conducted syn- 


chronously on land and on sea, and not always in sight of each 


‘other; it is due in the second place to the ubiquitous methods of 
the author, who is equally at home among invaders and invaded, 


and narrates with equal confidence deliberations and doings in 


: the Persian court and camp on the one hand, and combinations 


- and conduct among the Greeks on the other, passing from sea to 


Ὁ shore and from side to side with a regularity which amounts 


to a priuciple, or at least a trick, of composition. 

§ 2. Granted, however, that for practical purposes a sub- 
division of the third volume, or section, of the work was desirable, 
the existing divisions are sufficiently justified by the structure of 
the narrative and the nature of the subject.! The story falls 
almost spontaneously into the account of the antecedents and 
preparations for the great undertaking, as well on the offensive 
side as on that of the defence. The scenes of these two parallel 
streams of narrative and description are necessarily laid apart, on 
the Asiatic and on the European mains, until the invaders and 
the invaded are set face to face, by sea and land, at Artemision 
and Thermopylai. From that point onward the stories of the Perso- 
Hellenic war might flow in a single channel but for the double 
character of the operations, maritime and terrestrial. Thus, 
to the account of the preparations ex parte Persarum, which 
carries Xerxes and his forces to the threshold of Greece, un- 
interrupted by any reference to purely Greek affairs, succeeds 
the account of the contemporary preparations of the Greeks to 
meet the impending danger, down to the definitive occupation of 
their first line of defence. At this point the two stories coalesce 








1 The division of the Herodotean in Alexandria; cp. Herodotus IV.-VI., 
work into nine Books was probably made Introduction, § 2 (vol. i. p. x). 
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into the narrative of the struggle for Thermopylai, with the 
capture of which post the seventh Book virtually concludes. 
Four or five subjects, in the main of continuous character, fill the 
eighth Book—the story of the naval operations off Artemision, 
the advance of the Persians through central Greece, including the 
attempted sack of Delphi and the actual capture of Athens, the 
naval movements culminating in the battle of Salamis and its 
immediate sequels on sea and land, the retirement of the King 
and his land-forces, and certain proceedings of the winter and 
spring antecedent to the second campaign. A minute analysis of 
this portion of the work will reveal a more open texture, a more 
composite structure, a certain embarrassment on the author's 
part in dealing with his materials, an appreciable increase in 
digressional and episodic elements, a greater complication than 
is observable in the construction of the seventh or of the ninth 
Books ; but, for all that, the structure of Book 8 is simple in 
comparison with Books 5 and 6, or even Book 3. The ninth 
Book is the simplest, as it is the shortest, of all the conventional 
divisions: it holds but two compartments, the narrative of the 
operations of the armies in Europe, culminating at Plataia; the 
narrative of the naval operations culminating on the Asian side 
at Mykale, with a sort of corollary in each case respectively, the 
siege of Thebes, the siege of Sestos. Throughout this whole 
volume comprising these three Books the narrative flows on 
almost unbroken, except by those changes of scene and time 
which the nature of his subject itself or the sources of his know- 
ledge imposed on or at least suggested to the author. To 
emphasize more fully the continuity and coherence of this 
narrative, to specify such digressional passages as do occur, to 
exhibit the structure and contents of these Books in somewhat 
greater detail, there is here subjoined a more detailed Analysis, 
which follows the clear divisions and self-advertisements of the 
work itself, with explicit references. 


Book 7 


§ 3. After a short Introduction (cc. 1-4), which serves to 
explain the delay in the Reinvasion of Hellas after Marathon 
by various considerations—the need of fresh levies, the revolt of 
Egypt, the death of Dareios, and the accession of Xerxes—the 
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seventh Book, as we reckon it, falls almost self-evidently into 
two, or into three, main parts. The first part deals with Persian 
history, and records the antecedents of the invasion, and the 
advance of the king to the gates of Greece (cc. 5-131). What- 
ever the Sources underlying this part of the narrative, the story 
is told, so to speak, from the Asiatic point of view: it is not 
primarily Greek history. We may erect the historian’s account 
of contemporaneous politics and preparations among the Greeks 
into a second and co-ordinate Part (cc. 132-178), though in 
bulk it amounts to little more than half the size of the previous 
Part. An equal section of the Book will then remain to make 
a third Part, comprising the story of the actual outbreak of 
hostilities, and of the conduct of the war down to the capture of 
Thermopylai (cc. 179-239). These two Parts taken together 
as nearly as possible equal in bulk the first Part, and as the 
material contained in them is manifestly Hellenic in origin and 
interest, some analysts might prefer to divide the Book into two 
equal Parts (I. 5-131; ITI. 132-239). In either case, whether 
making a dual or a triple division, we recognize the principle of 
balance, of parallelism, of symmetry in the composition, which 
may have helped to determine the later division into Books—a 
division skilfully made in accordance, on the whole, with the 
inner structure of the work itself. Throughout the Book, in its 
dual or triple divisions, the narrative proceeds with little 
interruption, or digression, save what is immediately germane to 
the subject. The excursus on Sicilian history (cc. 153-156) 
most nearly approaches to a veritable departure from the 
argument; yet even this departure, though probably a later 
insertion, like many smaller passages, from the author’s own 
hand, rather enhances than disturbs the main interest by a 
suggestive aside. The still minuter Analysis which follows may 
exhibit the structure and relations of the main Parts of the Book 
more intelligibly, and may also guarantee the observations above 
formulated upon the closeness of the argument, the continuity 
of the treatment. 


INTRODUCTION (cc. 1-4). 
i. Causa bells (Marathon, etc.), ο. 1. 
ii. Reasons for delay (cc. 1—4). 
1. Fresh preparations by Dareios, c. 1. 
2. Revolt of Egypt, c. 1. 


8 3 INTRODUCTION xxi 


3. Question of Succession, or Vice-gerency, determined in favour 
of Xerxes, cc. 2, 3. 
4. Death of Dareios, c. 4. 


Part I. ImmMEDIATE ANTECEDENTS, AND EARLY StaGkEs, OF THE INVASION 
(ec. 5-137). 


i. Accession, Policy, Councils, Preparations of Xerxes, cc. 5-25. 


1. Accession of Xerxes: disposition to Peace, c. 5. 
2. Policy of war adopted, under the influence of Mardoniog, c. 5. 
Greek allies and exiles, Aleuadai, c. 6. 
Peisistratidai. 
Demaratos. 
3. Reconquest of Egypt, c. 7. 
4, The King’s Councils: three days and three nights, cc. 8—19. 
(a) First Day: First Council: Speeches of Xerxes, ὁ. 8, and 
Mardonios, c. 9, for War. 
Speech of Artabanos, in favour of peace, c. 10. 
Decision of Xerxes, and speech, c. 11. 
Night: Repentance of Xerxes: in spite of a Vision, c. 12. 
(δ) Second Day : Second Council: Speech of Xerxes in favour of 
peace, c. 13. 
Night : Second vision of Xerxes, c. 14. 
Artabanos summoned : Speech of Xerxes, c. 15. 
Speech of Artabanoa, c. 16. 
Vision of Artabanos, c. 17. 
Speech of Artabanos, c. 18. 
(c) Third Day: Third Council: War policy supported by Artabanos 
and Xerxes, c. 18. 
Night: Third vision of Xerxes: interpretation by Magoi, c. 19. 


δ. Actual preparations for the invasion, cc. 19-25. 
(1) The Levy en masse, cc. 19, 20, 21. 
Comparison of the expedition with others. 
(2) Athoe-canal, and Bridges, cc. 22-25 (ep. cc. 33-37). 
(3) Commissariat : cc. 21-25 (cp. cc. 118-120, 187). 


ii. The Advance of Xerxes and his Forces, cc. 26-127 (137). 


1. From Susa to Kritalla, c. 26. 
2. From Kritalla to Sardes, cc. 26-31. 

A. On the march: (1) From Kritalla to Kelainai, c. 26. 
Geographical note on Kelainai and its rivers, ἐδ. 
Mythological note on Marsyas and Apollo, 4. 
Episode of Pythios 8. of Atys, cc. 27-29. 

(2) From Kelainai to Kolossai, c. 30. 
Notes on the Salt-lake, and the Lykos., 
(3) From Kolossai to Kydrara, +b. 
Note on the stele of Kroisos. 
(4) From Kydrara via Kallatebos to Sardes, c. 31. 
Notes: road to Karia: sweetmeat manufactory at 
Kallatebos: anecdote of the Plane-tree. 
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B. Pause at Sardes: (5) Xerxes winters in Sardes (cp. 9. 108). 
(a) Mission of Heralds into Hellas. 
(ὃ) The Bridges on the Hellespont, cc. 33-36. 
(c) Additional note on the canal, c. 37. 
(d) The Departure: eclipse, +5. 
Pythios and his son, cc. 38, 39. 
The order of march, cc. 40, 41. 
3. From Sardes to Abydos, cc. 37-43. 
A. On the march: Eclipse of the sun, c. 37. 
Punishment of Pythios, cc. 38-39. 
Procession from Sardes, cc. 40, 41. 
Thunderstorm, c. 42. 
Xerxes at Troy, c. 43. 
B. Pause: Xerxes at Abydos, cc. 44—53. 
Naval review: the tyrant’s tears, c. 45. 
Dialogue with Artabanos, cc. 46-52. 
The King’s general Order, c. 53. 
4. The crossing of the Hellespont, cc. 54-56. 
An Hellespontian bon mot, c. 56, prodigies, c. 57. 
5. From Sestos to Doriskos. 
A. The march, c. 58. 
B. The halt at Doriskos, cc. 59-107. 
Description of the place, c. 59. 
Numbering and organization of the host, c. 60. 
Army-List, cc. 61-88. 
Infantry, cc. 61-83. 
Cavalry, cc. 84—88. 
Navy-List, cc. 89-99. 
Review, c. 100. 
Dialogue: Xerxes and Demaratos, cc. 101-104. 
Maskames of Doriskos, cc. 105, 106. 
of Eion, c. 107. 
6. From Doriskos to Akanthos, cc. 108-121. 
(1) Doriskos to the Strymon, ce. 108-114. 
Sacrifice at ‘Nine Ways,’ c, 114. 
(2) The Strymon to Akanthos, ce. 115-121. 
The King’s Alliance with Akanthos, ο. 117. 
Cost of the King’s entertainment, cc. 118-120. 
Bon mot of Megakreon of Abdera, c. 120. 
Note on the order of march from Doriskos to 
Akanthos, c. 121. 
7. From Akanthos to Therme, cc. 122-127. 
The Fleet, cc. 122, 123. 
The Army, cc. 124-126. 
Encampment at Therme, c. 127. 


The text, so far analyzed, though obviously saturated in 
Greek media, is yet in the main Persian history, an account and 
description of the project and movement for the conquest of 
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Hellas wholly from the Persian side. A great deal of the 
material, for example the geographical notes and descriptions, 
which are copious and precise, is presumably of purely Hellenic 
provenience. The origin of various anecdotes, bons mots, speeches, 
and similar items is disputable; and even the scenes laid in 
Susa have a suspiciously Greek colour. But, irrespective of 
origin, and from the simple standpoint of the analyst, the subject 
matter so far is all, with trifling exceptions, so to speak, Persian 
history, a description of Persian institutions, affairs and persons. 
The exact point to which it is worth while to carry analysis of 
this kind may be disputed: the Analysis above given is over 
minute for some purposes, and not minute enough for others; 
but, at any rate, on the general character and main divisions of 
the subject matter there is not much room for discussion. Be- 
fore, however, this obviously Persian Zogos makes way for a no 
less obviously Hellenic Zogos, its counterpart and parallel, we 
have to face a passage of ambiguous and transitional character. 
It is a medley of complex and even miscellaneous content. 
The historical value and provenience of the items are almost as 
much in doubt as their occurrence just in this place is perplexing 
from the point of view of the literary composition. The problems 
raised by this passage cannot be resolved until the questions of 
the Sources, Composition, and Genesis of the work have been 
stated and answered; meanwhile the passage has been reckoned 
to the first main division of the Book, because a fresh section 
clearly begins with c. 138. 


es to Part I. (of Book 7). 
P. 1. The king’s visit to Tempe 
2. The geography of Thessaly [ἡ a ὅν; 
3. The pause in Pieria, and the return of the Heralds, c. 131 (cp. c. 32). 


4. List of medizing Hellenes: the oath of the Patriots, c. 132. 
5. Why no heralds were sent to Athens and Sparta, c. 133. 
6. Story of the Wrath of Talthybios, cc. 134-137. 


This Appendix may be taken to ease the scene-shifting 
between Part I. and Part II. in this Book; but Herodotus does 
not by any means employ such transitions as essential in his 
composition, and the items contained in this Appendix generate 
each and all grave historical difficulties, the last item, the 
story of the Wrath of Talthybios, involving the fundamental 
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problem of the date and history of the composition. Unless the 
whole Book was written after the outbreak of the Peloponnesian 
war, the close of this passage at least must have been an insertion, 
aiong the very last, from the author’s own hand. It is, indeed, 
expressly marked as a digression by his own words. It will 
hereafter (cp. § 9 infra) be shown that the stratification of this 
passage is probably the result of more than one later deposit, and 
that a somewhat complex theory of the composition of the work 
must be invoked in order to solve the given problem. 
To resume analysis :— 


Part II. PREPARATIONS OF THE GREEKS, cc. 138-178. 


Attitude of the Greek states, c. 138. 
The case of Athens, cc. 139-144. 
The Historian’s verdict, c. 139. 
The Delphic Responses, cc. 140-144. 
The services of Themistokles, cc. 143, 144. 

Congress of patriotic states : the programme, c. 1465. 
Spies to Sardes, cc. 146, 147. 

Negotiations with Argos, cc. 148-152. 
Sicily, ec. 153-167. 
Korkyra, c. 168. 
Krete, cc. 169-171. 
Thessaly, cc. 172-174. 

The plan adopted : to defend Thermopyla’, cc. 175-177. 
Topography of Artemision-Thermopylai, c. 176. 
Occupation of the line, c. 177. 

Delphic oracle, on the wind, c. 178. 


On this whole passage three observations may at present 
suffice. First, (1) the passage on Sikelian affairs (τὰ ἀπὸ 
Σικελίης) resolves itself clearly into four sub-divisions: (a) 
Origin and rise of Gelon, cc. 153-156; (δ) Interview of the Greek 
ambassadors with Gelon, cc. 157-162, a passage containing six 
speeches, totzdem verbis; (c) The mission of Kadmos, cc. 163, 164; 
(Ὁ) The Sikeliote variant on the main theme, cc. 165-167. 
Again, (2) the passage on Krete contains an explicit digression 
(παρενθήκη) in a note on the defeat of the Tarantines by the 
Messapian Iapygians (τὰ κατὰ Ῥηγίνους te καὶ Ταραντίνους). 
Finally, (3) the passage on Thessaly (cc. 172—174) is of a special 
significance, as it records the decision of the Confederate Greeks 
in the first instance to include Thessaly in their line of defence, 
and the actual despatch of a large force to realize this plan, 
adopted only to be abandoned. The military. and historical 
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aspects of this story must be reserved for discussion (cp. 
Appendix IV. §§ 6, 7). From this analytical point of view it is 
worth while to observe that the projected defence of Thessaly 
makes the king’s encampment at Therme, c. 127, doubly suit- 
able as the point at which to mark the finale of the first section 
of the Book, which carries the Persian from the capital of his 
Empire to the natural frontier of free Hellas. 

The story of the mere antecedents and preparations of the 
struggle is herewith ended, and the story of the actual operations, 
the invader now in touch with the invaded, is about to begin. 
But this fact rather complicates than simplifies the practical 
problem of composition for our author. He has henceforward to 
deal with a double series of synchronous and more or less inter- 
related operations, those by sea and those by land, and he has to 
show himself equally at home among the Greek as among the 
Persian forces. He solves the problem in the main henceforth 
by a regular scene-shifting from sea to land, and from land to 
sea, coupled with an equally regular but more rapidly recurring 
alternation of the standpoint from the side of the Persian to the 
side of the Greek, and from the Greek back to the Persian side. 
When things come to close quarters, to actual blows, the story 
is told mainly from the Greek standpoint, as correspondents or 
reporters attached to Greek forces—had such _fire-bringers 
(πυρφόροι) been then procurable—might have told the story. 
The results of this method are not altogether happy. The 
operations by sea and by land are divorced, at least in some 
situations, unduly from each other, by the literary practice; the 
literary result itself obtains, for considerable passages, somewhat 
of the mechanical beat of a pendulum; and the crucial or 
climacteric moments are nevertheless presented in somewhat 
one-sided a fashion. Yet the superficial aspect of the narrative 
is not deficient in variety. Herodotus is so rich a master of 
anecdote, asides, anticipations, reflexions, anachronisms, and all 
the ancillary devices of story-telling, that his work never presents 
the bald mechanics of a chronicle, the bare bones of mere 
annalism. In the subsequent tables the alternations above 
described will be indicated by appropriate letters, P= Persian 
side; G=Greek side; A= Army; N=Navy. An H indicates 
some extensive or noteworthy reflexion by the historian; other 
digressions, or excursuses, are marked as such. 
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Part III. (or II.*2), Acruat Operations, cc. 175 ff. 
A. PERSIANS AND GREEKS aT SERA. 


PN. (cc. 188-195). The King’s Fleet advances from Therme to Magnesia, 

ce. 179-183. ; 
H. Estimate of the mazima of the King’s Forces, cc. 184-187. 

PN. The Storm, cc. 188-191 (Athenian Logos, c. 189). 

GN. (Retreat, c. 183, and) Return of the Greek Fleet to Artemision, 
ς 192. 

PN. Movement of Persian Fleet to Aphetai, cc. 193, 196. 

GN. Capture of fifteen ships by the Greeks, cc. 194, 195. 

Pause: Anecdote of Sandokes, c. 194. 


At this point the story of naval operations is abandoned, not 
to be resumed until the story of Thermopylai is complete. 


III. B. Tae Story or THERMOPYLAI, cc. 196-239, 


PA. (cc. 196-201). Advance of Xerxes and the Army to Trachis, 
cc. 196-201. 
Xerxes in Thessaly : Horse-races, c. 196. 
in Achaia: the House of Athamas, c. 197. 
in Malis: Topography, cc. 198-200. 
The Persians face to face with the Greeks, c. 201. 
GA. The Greeks at Thermopylai, cc. 202-207. 
Army-List, c. 202. 
Manifesto, c. 203. 
Leonidas : his pedigree, c. 204. 
Why there were Thebans at Thermopylai, c. 205. 
Why more Peloponnesians were not at Ther- 
mopylai, c. 206. 
Alarm of the Greeks: divided councils, c. 207. 
PA. Reconnaissance (Persian), c. 208. 
Xerxes and Demaratos, c. 209. 
GP. The three days’ engagements at Thermopylai, cc. 210-225. 
First day, cc. 210, 211. 
Second day, c. 212. 
Third day, cc. 213-225. 
(P, 213-218) The ‘ treachery’ of Epialtes, cc. 213-214. 
The march of Hydarnes, cc. 315-218. 
(G, 219-222) Portents and news, c. 219. 
Devotion of Leonidas, Megistias, cc. 220, 221. 
Departure of the Greeks, save Lakedaimonians, 
Thespians, Thebans, c. 222. 
G. The third day’s fighting, cc, 223-225 
Ezxcursus. The Spartan Aristeia, cc. 226-227. 
The Monuments and Epitaphs, c. 228. 
Aristodemos the ‘ coward,’ cc. 229-232. 
Case of the Thebans, c. 233. 
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PA. After the battle, cc. 234-238. 
Xerxes and Demaratos : further plans, cc. 234~—237. 
Review of the dead : the corpse of Leonidas, c. 238. 
Colophon, or Pause: Anecdote of Gorgo, c. 239. 


The bald analysis of the passage displays a great variety of 
materials, and presumes a large number of sources laid under 
contribution for the composition of so complex a record. A 
chronological indication at the close of c. 233 suggests that 
‘the case of the Thebans’ is a late addition, unless indeed the 
whole composition is to be dated to the opening years of the 
Peloponnesian war. The Colophon, or pause, gained by the in- 
sertion of an anecdote, such as that on Gorgo, is entirely in 
Herodotus’ manner; but only too good reason can be found for 
doubting the authenticity of the passage, which in any case will 
hardly have formed a constituent of the first draft of the work. 


Book 8 


§ 4. The eighth Book deals predominantly, though not quite 
exclusively, with naval affairs. Except for (1) the advance of 
the Persian army through central Greece (cc. 26-39), including 
the assault on Delphi; (2) the siege and capture of the Athenian 
Akropolis (cc. 51-55); (3) the notice of the fortification of the 
Isthmos by the Peloponnesians (cc. 71-73); (4) the retreat of 
Xerxes and Mardonios to Sardes and to Thessaly respectively 
(ce. 113-120); (5) the operations of Artabazos in the north 
(cc. 126-129); (6) the mission of Mys to the oracles (cc. 133-— 
135); and (7) of Alexander to Athens (cc. 136-144), the affairs 
narrated concern the fleets and the operations at sea, and the 
scenes may be said to be all laid on the water. Even where for 
a few other moments we land, with the author, as on the shore 
of Salamis (c. 49 κτλ.), or the plain of Thria (c. 65), at Phaleron 
(c. 67), or for the award of the Aristeia, and so forth (cc. 121-— 
125), the episodes are all closely related, as antecedents or 
consequents, to the naval operations. Thus, as a whole, the 
eighth Book has a certain unity in itself, arising from the pre- 
dominantly naval interest, until this interest is lost at the close 
(cc. 133 ff.). Chronological coherence, too, the narrative possesses 
for the greater part of the Book, albeit this element of unity 
becomes obscure and problematic, with the winter following the 
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battle of Salamis (after c. 121). On the whole, however, the 
Book forms a sort of unity in itself, by its subject and the 
chronological sequence of the narrative, and has, after a fashion, 
ἃ beginning, a middle, and an end. The middle is clearly sup- 
plied by the stories of Salamis; and taking Salamis as the key 
to our analysis, the Book may be divided into three main 
sectlons— 
I. Before Salamis, cc. 1-39. 


II. Salamis, cc. 40-96. 
111. After Salamis, cc. 97-144. 


Of these sections the first is considerably the shortest, and the 
third the longest; but it may be worth while to observe that, 
if from the third section the latter portion (cc. 133-144) be 
detached as essentially belonging to the operations of Mardonios 
and the land forces in the coming campaign, the middle and 
core of the Book would have before and after it two passages, 
or sections, of almost exactly equal length (cc. 1-39, 97-132), 
and would form in that case a very nicely balanced whole. 

The first part or section of the Book further subdivides very 
clearly into two distinct sub-sections, or main chapters :-— 


i. The Story of Artemision, cc. 1-25. 
ii. The Persian Army in Central Greece, cc. 26-39. 


Each of these sub-sections invites further subdivision as 
follows :— 


i. Tae Story oF ARTEMISION, cc. 1-25. 
Preliminary: 1. The Greek Navy : Contingents, c. 1. 
Command, c. 2. 
Previous question of the Hegemonta, c. 3. 
2. The craft of Themistokles: Panic of the Greeks stayed by 
bribery and corruption, cc. 4, 5. 
THe THREE Days’ Figuring, cc, 6-22. 
First day : The Barbarians’ plan, cc. 6, 7. 
Skyllias and his warning, cc. 8, 9. 
The first naval engagement, cc. 10, 11. 
Storm: depression in the Persian Fleet, c. 12. 
wreck of the squadron off Euboia, c 13. 
Second day: Greek fleet reinforced and encouraged; second 
engagement: destruction of Kilikian vessels, 
c. 14. 
Third day: Third engagement, cc. 15-17. 
(Athenian Aristeia.) 
After the battle: Council of war, c. 18. 
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Fate of the Euboians, c. 19; prognosticated by 
Bakis, c. 20. 

Disaster at Thermopylai announced: retreat of 
the Fleet, c. 21. 

The plan (c. 19) and inscriptions of Themistokles, 
c. 22. 

Fourth day: Advance of the King’s Fleet to Artemision, c. 23. 
Visit of the naval forces to Thermopylai, cc. 24-25. 
A bon mot: the prize of virtue, c. 26. 


Such is a bare analysis of the whole passage on the naval 
operations between Aphetai and Artemision, as presented by 
Herodotus. Whether the items are recorded in true perspective 
and chronological order, and whether the outline of events is 
historically acceptable, are questions to be here postponed. But 
one remark may be made affecting the merely literary presenta- 
tion. Obviously the story of the naval operations, although 
resumed from Book 7 c. 196, where it has given place for a 
time to the story of Thermopylai, yet here is treated as a sub- 
stantive and independent story, with something like a fresh 
introduction: a literary device which certainly tends to obscure 
the material relations between the operations at Thermopylai 
and the operations off Artemision. The story is closed charac- 
teristically with a bon mot, which, however, is obviously intended 
to apply as much to Leonidas and his men as to the naval 
forces; the preceding chapters have just reunited the Persian 
forces by the visit of the naval arm to Thermopylai to inspect 
the evidences of the King’s victory on land. Thus a distinct 
pause in the story is marked by the anecdote in c. 26, and an 
occasion gained for a distinct move forwards with the land forces 
in the following passage. The pause is, moreover, augmented 
by an excursus, or digression, on the Feud between the Thessalians 
and Phokians (cc. 27-30), which, though connected with the 
matter immediately in hand, the further advance of the Persians 
in central Greece, yet harks back to events ‘some few years 
before the King’s expedition,’ and preserves fortunately some 
details valuable in themselves, though quite unconnected with 
the immediate subject. 


ii. Toe Persian ARMY IN CENTRAL GRERCE, cc. 26-39. 


Ezcureus. On the origin of the Thessalo-Phokian feud, and two recent 
disasters to the Thessalians, cc. 27-30. 
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Advance of the king’s army through Doria, ὁ. 31, Phokis, « 32, into 
Boiotia, c. 33 (cp. 6. 50 wmfra). 
The attack on Delphi: a miraculous preservation, cc. 34-39. 


Herodotus here leaves the King and his army in Boiotia, in 
order to resume the main argument, to wit the operations on sea, 
which are to culminate at Salamis. The further movements of the 
army are introduced in the subsequent narrative, at least until the 
discomfiture of the King’s fleet, as ancillary and subordinate to 
the naval operations. It may be open to question where exactly 
the next main section of the Book should be terminated most 
conveniently, and most in accordance with the inner principles, 
or instinct, governing the author’s composition; but that some- 
thing of a new start is made with c. 40 is hardly to be denied. 


II. Sauamis, cc. 40-96. 
Preliminaries, cc. 40-69. 
GIN. The Greek Fleet at Salamis, c. 40. 
Evacuation of Attica: portent of the snake, c. 41. 
Navy-List, cc, 42—48. 
Council of war, c. 49. 


P!A. Arrival of the King at Athens, c. 50. 
Siege and capture of the Akropolis, cc, 51-53. 
The Athenian exiles on the Akropolis: portent of the 
olive, cc. 54, 55. 


G2N. Council of war at Salamis: decision to retire, ὁ. 56. 
Themistokles and Mnesiphilos, c. 57. 
Themistokles and Eurybiades, c. 58. 
Council of war at Salamis: decision to remain, cc. 59-63. 
Themistokles, c. 60, Adeimantos, c. 61, Themistokles, 
c. 62. 
Invocation of the Aiakidai, c. 64. 
The Eleusinian Portent (Dikaios, Demaratos), c. 65. 


P2N. Advance of the King’s Fleet from Histiaia (cp. c. 25) to 
Phaleron, c. 66. 
H. Losses and gains. 
The King’s Council of war, cc. 67-69. 
Decision to do battle. 


The exact period, the number of days elapsing from the arrival 
of the Greek Fleet at Salamis, c. 40, to the decision of the King 
to do battle by sea, c. 69, is not marked or indicated by 
Herodotus ; and, as will be shown elsewhere, the passage just 
analyzed cannot be regarded as giving a true perspective or 
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chronology of the events, for example, of the Greek councils of 
war. But the passage next in order must be taken as expressly 
presenting the events of the day and night before the battle, with 
the usual alternation from side to side, and the narrative then 
passes at once into the description of the actual battle, such as it 
is The Analysis follows these diarial indications, as above for 
Thermopylai and for Artemision. 


Sauamis: THE Day BEFORE THE ΒΑΤΊΙΕ, cc. 70-82. 
Pl, (First) Movement of the King’s Fleet and Army, c. 70. 
Aside: Fortification and defence of the Isthmos, cc. 71, 72. 
Excursus: Ethnology of the Peloponnesos, c. 73. 


G!. Meeting or Council in the Greek camp at Salamis, c. 74. 
The (first) mission of Sikinnor, c, 75. 


ῬΩ The Persian occupation of Psyttaleia: fresh (or further) 
movement of the King’s Fleet, c. 76. 
Digression: An oracle of Bakis, c. 77. 


63. Debate of the Greek Strategoi in Council, cc. 78-81. 
Arrival of Aristeides: Aristeides and Themistokles, cc. 79, 80. 
Aristeides and th: Council, c. 81. 
Arrival of the Tenians, c. 82. 


Tae Day or Barttg, cc. 83-96. 
i, The speech of Themistokles, c. 83. 
ii. The advance: Athenian and Aiginetan variants, c. 84. 
iii, Greek exploits on the Persian side: Samian Arsteia, c. 85. 
iv. General aspect of the battle (Athenian, Aiginetan), c. 86. 
v. Exploit of Artemisia of Halikarnassos, cc. 87, 88. 
vi. Losses on the Persian side, c. 89. 
vii. Fate of certain Phoenicians, c. 90. 
viii. Exploits of the Aiginetans, c. 91. 
ix. Themistokles and Polykritos (of Aigina), c. 92 
x. The Artsteia (Aiginetan, Athenian), c. 93. 
xi. Athenian scandal against Adeimantos and the Korinthians, ὁ. 94. 
xii. Exploit of Aristeides, on Psyttaleia, c. 95. 
Colophon: Bakis again, c. 96. 


Even this Analysis may fairly suggest that the account given 
by Herodotus of the great battle dissolves into a mere spray or 
broken succession of items and episodes, without much of argu- 
ment or unity, strategic or literary, underlying it. This character 
of obscurity continues to rest upon the ensuing passage; in 
particular the chronological indications, apparently so firm for 
the day of battle and the preceding day, relapse into the vague. 
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7 
/ The Persian Fleet may have fled from Salamis on the evening, or 
Ἧς night, following the battle; but, in the text of Herodotus, this 
; movement is not recorded until (c. 107) after deliberations, 
\, digressions and excursuses in the text, which seem to suggest an 
/ appreciable lapse of time. At least all unity centred on Salamis 
( has disappeared with the notice of the oracle, which serves as a 
\ colophon to the account of the battle: and these observations 
further justify the lines of the present Analysis. 


III. Arrer Sa.amis, cc. 97—end. 


Invmediate sequel (cc. 97-107). 
Pl, Xerxes meditates flight: begins building a mole, c. 97. 
Excursus: The Persian Postal service (ἀγγαρήιον), c. 98. 
Reception of the news of defeat in Susa, c. 99. 
Proposals of Mardonios, c. 100. 
Artemisia’s advice to the King, cc. 100-1. 
Artemisia charged with the conveyance of the King’s bastards, 
ec. 103. 
gression: Story of Hermotimos, or the Eunuch’s Revenge, 
ce. 104-106. 
Departure of the King’s Fleet, c. 107. 


The reputation of Themistokles (cc. 108-112). 
G1. Greek pursuit, as far as Andros, cc. 108-112. 
Themistokles and the Peloponnesians, c. 108. 


” 33 Athenians, c. 109. 
Νὴ ‘a King: (second) mission of Sikinnos, c. 110. 
3 4) Andrians, GQ l 1 1. 


9 "» other Nesiotes, c. 112. 


The flight of Xerxes (cc. 113-120). 

ΡΞ, Xerxes’ retreat to Thessaly : Mardonios’ Levy, c. 113. 
Recompense for Leonidas demanded (Delphi), c. 114. 
Xerxes’ retreat from Thessaly to Sardes, cc. 115-117. 
Sufferings of the Army: the King of the Bisaltai. 
Alternative story of the return of Xerxes, cc. 118-120: 

H. disapproved by Herodotus. 


The award of the prizes (cc. 121-125). 

G2. Failure at Andros: Karystos harried, c. 121. 
Return to Salamis: division of the spoil, ἐδ. 
Thank-offerings: Delphi and Aigina, c. 122. 
At the Isthmos: non-award of Aristeia, c. 123 
Themistokles in Sparta, c. 124. 

Bon mot: a retort by Themistokles, c. 19 


| 7Sain ἃ pause in the composition, the construction, is 
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reached, and marked by an anecdote, a bon mot, though it is 
plainly a subordinate pause. Yet to some extent a new chrono- 
logical point rises in the next ensuing passage, together with a 
complete change in the scene, and in the chief actors. The 
events next recorded belong to the winter and spring that 
succeeded the battle of Salamis. 


AFTER SaLaMIs, continued. 
The winter's tale (cc. 126-130). 
PS’, A. Artabazos with 60,000 men, after escorting the King, operates 
in Chalkidike : siege of Poteidaia, cc. 126-129. 
N. Persian Fleet winters at Kyme and Samos: rendezvous at 
Samos in the spring, c. 130. 


The Spring of the year (cc. 131, 189). 
G5. N. Spring (of 479 Bc). Rendezvous at Aigina of the Greek 
Fleet (110 in number) under Leotychidas, c 131: his 
ab. 


Application of the Ionians (1) at Sparta, (2) at Aigina: advance 
of the Greek Fleet to Delos. 


This passage supplies the last word on the Greek fleet, or on 
the naval affairs, which have bulked so largely throughout this 
Book, until the story is taken up again from this point in Book 9 
c. 90. The remaining portion of this Book deals with acts and 
negotiations in Greece, directly preliminary to the land-campaign 
of Mardonios in the following year, or rather in the same year, 
judging from the standpoint gained in 8.132. Whether there 
is a chronological relapse, or overlap, in consequence, between 
the two sections cc. 126-132 on the one part, and cc. 133-144 
on the other, is a fair question, but concerns rather the historical 
criticism than the literary analysis of the passage. It is more 
important in the present connexion to observe the complete 
change of subject, scene, actors and interest in the passage next 
ensuing, and its complete coherence with the first Part of the 
ninth Book. 


AFTER SALAMIS, continued. 
The intrigues of Mardonios (cc. 133-136). 
P4, Mission of Mys (by Mardonios) to consult the Oracles, cc. 
133-135. 
Mission of Alexander (by Mardonios) to seduce Athens, c. 
136. 
Digression: Origin of the Makedonian Monarchy, cc. 137-139. 


VOL. I PT. I ty 


XXXIV HERODOTUS § 4 


The Temptation of Athens (cc. 140-144). 
G‘. Alexander at Athens: his speech, c. 140. 
The Lakedaimonians at Athens: speech, cc. 141, 142. 
Reply of the Athenians to Alexander, c. 143. 
Reply of the Athenians to the Lakedaimonians, c. 144. 


The foregoing analysis may be taken at least to demonstrate 
the closeness and consequence in the structure, in the texture, 80 
to speak, of this Book, down to a certain point (c. 125). But that 
the war involved a double set of operations, by land as well as 
by sea, the chronological sequence of the narrative were unbroken, 
except for the passage of the Historian from the Persian side to 
the Greek and back again. The digressional and discursive 
element is relatively insignificant in the eighth Book of 
_" Herodotus. Apart from mere asides, or anecdotes en passant, 
τ there are but five separable excursuses in this Book, and two of 
“ these are mere ‘notes,’ occupying small space. (1) The 
_ Ethnography of the Peloponnesos, c. 73, is hardly called for in 
. the given context, but (2) the note on the Persian Postal Service, 
c. 98, startles the reader only by its tardy appearance. (3) The 
account of the causes of the Thessalian hostility to the Phokians, 
ce. 27, 28, is fairly, if not fully justifiable, in its immediate 
setting, while (4) the story of the Eunuch’s Revenge, cc. 105, 
106, though out of place, is a story after Herodotus’ own heart. 
Far the most considerable excursus is (5) that on the Makedonian 
Royal House (c. 137), which, as foretold and promised in 5. 22, 
has a special bearing on the problems of the composition and 
construction of the work, as a whole. 


Book 9 


§ 5. The ninth Book of Herodotus, as it stands, is the 
shortest of the nine received divisions of the work, and calls 
for but curt analysis. The narrative is all but continuous, so 
far as the records of two concurrent and synchronous series of 
events can be continuous. Apart from some trifling digressions 
or excursuses, to be duly catalogued in their places, the Book falls 
into two main divisions, the first (cc. 1-89) treating of the 
conduct of the war on land, in Hellas proper, and culminating 
in the victory of Plataia; the second (cc. 90-107, 114-122) 
treating of the conduct of the war by sea, or rather by the 
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maritime forces, and culminating in the victory of Mykale, 
which was a victory in a land engagement, though apparently 
won by the marines. Further analysis will present a better 
conspectus of the substance and structure of each part. 


Part I. Toe CampaliGn oF Piatata, cc. 1-89. 
Preliminaries : cc. 1-19. 
P! (ce. 1-5). 
Advance of Mardonios from Thessaly to Athens, cc. 1-3. 
Advice of the Thebans, c. 2. 
Mission of Murychidas, c. 4. 
Fate of Lykidas, c. 5. 


G! (ec, 6-18). 
Athenian negotiations with Sparta, cc. 6-11. 

i. Representations of Athens, Megara, Plataia at Sparta, c. 6. 
ii, Speech of the Athenians, c. 7. 
iii. Dilatory inaction of the Ephors, c. 8. 

iv. Intervention of Chileos of Tegea, c. 9. 

v. Despatch of Forces under Pausanias, c. 10. 
vi. Final interview of the Envoys with the Ephors, c. 11. 


P2 (cc, 12-18). 
i. Argive message to Mardonios, c. 12. 
ii, Mardonios evacuates Attica (c. 13), raids Megaris (6. 14), 
retreats into Boiotia: position and camp, c. 15. 
iii, The banquet of Attaginos, c. 16. 
iv. The reception of the Phokians in the Persian camp, cc. 17, 18. 


The operations in Boiotia: cc. 19-70. 
G. Advance of Peloponnesian forces. 
Junction with the Athenians at Eleusis. 
Occupation of the first position in Boiotia, c. 19. 


GP. Fighting in the first position, cc. 20-24. 
Defeat of Persian cavalry by the Athenians. 
Death of Masistios. Barbarian mourning. 


GP. Operations in the second position, ce. 25-51. 
First ten days. 

Advance of the Greeks to a fresh position, c. 25. 

Dispute between Athenians and Tegeatai for precedence, ce. 
26, 27. 

Hellenic battle-array: number and composition of the 
army, cc. 28-30. 

Persian battle-array : composition of the forces, cc, 31, 32. 

Divinations: cc. 33, 36. 

Digresstons : Story of Teisamenos, cc. 33-35. 

Story of Hegesistratos, c. 37. 
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Reluctance on both sides to begin the attack: lapse of ten 
days. 

Skirmishing, cc. 38-40. The Greeks cut off from the 
main pass of Dryos Kephalai. 


Eleventh day (cc. 41—46). 

P (cc, 41-43). 
Dispute between Mardonios and Artabazos, c. 41. 
Mardonios resolves on doing battle next day: reassures Greek 

commanders anent oracles, c. 42. 

H. Hdt. on oracles: Bakis again, c. 43. 

G. Visit of Alexander to the Athenian camp, cc. 44, 45. 
The Athenian Strategoi and Pausanias, c. 46. 


Twelfth day (cc. 47-57). 
The Athenian and Spartan (ex)change of positions, c. 47. 
The challenge of Mardonios, c. 48. 
Cavalry assaults on the Greek position, c. 49. 
Greek council of war: resolve to retreat to ‘the Island’ and 
to relieve baggage-train, cc. 50, 51. 


Night of the twelfth day (cc. 52-57). 

Retirement of the Greeks: the centre to the Heraion, c. 52. 
Obstinacy of Amompharetoa, c. 53. 
Action and message of the Athenians, cc. 54, 55. 


Thirteenth day (70s). § Pausanias retires, c. 56. 
Amompharetos rejoins the main body, c. 57. 

The final battle, and victory of the Greeks, cc. 58-70. 

Mardonios’ speech to the Aleuadai, c. 58. 

Persians cross the Asopos in pursuit of the Lukedaimonians, 
6. 59. 

Pausanias summons the Athenians to his aid, c. 60. 

The engagement on the right wing (Spartans, Persians), cc. 
61-65: death of Mardonios, c. 63. 

The flight of Artabazos with 40,000 men, c. 66. 

The engagement on the left wing (Athenians, Boiotians), c. 67. 

Rout of the Persian forces covered by the cavalry, c. 68. 

Advance of the Greek centre (in two divisions): defeat of the 
left centre by the Boiotian cavalry, c. 69. 

Capture and sack of the Persian fortified camp, c. 70. 

Numerical losses on both sides, c. 70. 


AFTER THE BATTLE, ce. 71-89. 
i. The Aristeta: Spartan: (Aristodemos, Poseidonios, Philokyon, 
Amompharetos, Kallikrates), cc. 71, 72. 
Athenian : Sophanes of Dekeleia, cc. 73-75. 
Note: ancient connexion between Dekeleia and 
Sparta. 
ii. The Lady of Kos, c. 76. 
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lili, Mantineians, Eleians, too late! c. 77. 
iv. Proposal of Lampon (of Aigina) rejected by Pausanias, cc. 78, 79. 
v. Collecting the spoils (origin of Aiginetan wealth), c. 80. 
vi. Division of the spoils: memorial offerings, c. 81. 
vii, An object-lesson on luxury, c. 82. 
vili. Curiosities of the battle-field, c. 83. 
ix. The burial of Mardonios, c. 84. 
x. The tombs at Plataia, c. 85. 


Siege, surrender and fate of Thebes, cc. 86-88. 
The escape of Artabazoe, c. 89 (cp. ὁ. 66 supra). 


As there are unusually precise data in the text regarding the 
journal, or diary, of Plataia, from the occupation of ‘the second 
position ’ onwards, they have been utilized for the purposes of the 
Analysis, but, of course, without prejudice to the questions of fact, 
and the military problems underlying the presentation of the 
whole matter in Herodotus. The purpose of this Analysis was 
simply to represent the subject in bare outline, as found in the 
Herodotean logography. How far his stories are consistent and 
credible in themselves, in relation to each other, and to the 
permanent or a priort conditions of the problem (geographical, 
strategic, anthropological), are questions not arising in a mere 
Analysis. The Analysis, however, may be taken to show that 
Herodotus describes the operations on the Asopos with unusual 
minuteness at unusual length, and here if anywhere advances a 
claim to be judged as a military historian. At least three distinct 
positions are assigned to the Greek forces in the course of the 
operations, and the account of the final engagement discriminates 
clearly the behaviour of the two wings and the quondam centre. 
Although in some few passages the author sets his readers on 
the Persian side (cc. 24, 41-42, 58, 66, 89), the story is in the 
main told obviously from the national standpoint, and in this case 
even the Persian record is almost as much Greek as Barbarian. 
Chronological sequence is manifestly abandoned in the miscel- 
laneous series of items and episodes comprised under the heading 
‘ After the Battle, though the items in themselves will be found 
of special value for the determination of the sources and composi- 
tion of the first Part of the Book. 

The digressional element is reduced almost to a minimum in 
this Part. The record of the operations and events in loco is 
only interrupted by the stories of the Diviners, in cc. 33-37, and 
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by the author's own aside concerning oracles in c. 43. When 
the chronological sequence and continuity is dropped ‘after the 
battle’ a larger excursional element makes its appearance, and at 
least one note, that on Dekeleia (c. 75), may carry down almost 
as late as any other throughout the whole work. 

The second Part of the ninth Book (cc. 90 ff.) deals on a 
smaller scale—perhaps there was less to record—with the opera- 
tions of the fleet, culminating at Mykale, the story being resumed 
from Bk. 8 c. 132, and the movement being ex hypothest syn- 
chronous with the events recorded in the first Part, the exact 
synchronism of the battle of Mykale with the final engagement 
at Plataia being expressly marked. 


Part IL Tae Nava OPERATIONS, cc. 90-end. 
1. The campaign of Mykale, cc. 90-107. 
Delos: The Greek Fleet at Delos, cc. 90-92 (cp. 8. 132). 
Envoys from Samos: Hegesistratos. 
Admission of the Samians to the Alliance. 
Digression : Story of Evenios of Apollonia, father of Deiphonos, the 
Diviner, cc. 93-94. 
If Deiphonos was really his son? c. 95. 
Samos: Movement of the Greek Fleet from Delos to Samos, c. 96. 
The Persians at Mykale, c. 97. 
Mykale: Advance of the Greeks: Leotychidas’ appeal to the Ionians, c. 98. 
Landing of the Greeks, c. 99. 
The φήμη : the κηρυκήιον : Divine coincidences, cc. 100, 101. 
Athenians rout the Persians, c. 102. 
Arrival of the Lakedaimonians, c. 103. 
Loyal conduct of Samians, c. 103, and Milesians, c. 104. 
Second Revolt of Ionia from the Persians. 
Aristeva of the Athenians, c. 105. 
Samos: Return of the Greek Fleet to Samos: Council, c. 106. 
Division of opinion between Peloponnesians and Athenians as to 
the future position of Ionia. | 
Admission of Samians, Chians, Lesbians, Nesiotai into the 
Alliance. 
Sardes: Retreat of the Persians to Sardes: quarrel of Artayntes and 
Masistes, the commanders: Xeinagoras of Halikarnassos saves 
» the life οὗ Masistes, c. 107. 


2. Digression (a domestic tragedy): Life in an Oriental Harem, or The 
Amours of Xerxes, the revenge of Amastris, and the death 
of Masistes, cc. 108-113. 


Sestos: 3. Operations on the Hellespont, cc. 114-121. 
i. The Greek Fleet at Abydos: departure of the Peloponnesians, 
c. 114. 
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ii. Siege and capture of Sestos by the Athenians, cc. 115-120, or the 
story of Artayktes. 
iii. Return of the Athenians home, c. 120. 
Colophon : Anecdote of Kyros, his wisdom, ὁ. 192. 


Thus rapidly after the story of Plataia is once ended the work 
of Herodotus draws to a close: were it not for the consider- 
able digressions, and especially the major one, which disparts 
them, the stories of Mykale and of Sestos had been soon told, 
and the symmetry in the composition, demanded to some extent 
by the supposed co-ordination of the two series of events, were 
even more hopelessly lost. The conscious parallelism in the 
construction extends, perhaps, even so far as to establish a 
balance between the two sieges, of Thebes (cc. 86—88) and of Sestos 
(cc. 114-121); and the whole concludes most characteristically 
with an anecdote, a bon mot, which carries a moral for Greece, 
mutato nomine, and points in that manner the most obvious lesson 
of the war just recorded, as a victory of the mountain over the 
plain, of poverty over luxury, of the sound mind in sound body 
over degenerate wearers of purple and fine linen. It is the moral 
anticipated in the object-lesson of Pausanias, on Lakonic simplicity 
and Persian pomp (c. 82), and by design, or happy accident, 
might seem to have suggested the introduction of that lurid 
picture of oriental despotism, vice and cruelty presented in the 
major digression, on the amours of Xerxes, as though the historian 
would say: Horrors of that kind were rendered for ever impossible 
in Hellas by the stricken fields of Plataia and Mykale! 

Thus compact, finished and complete, the work of Herodotus 
as a whole, and the last three Books as its third volume, emerge 
from our Analyses. And yet there are eminent authorities’ who 
still doubt whether the ninth Book, whether the work as a whole, 
is to be deemed finished and complete according to the design 
and conception of the author; or whether, as clearly in the case 
of Thucydides, some catastrophe prevented the fulfilment of the 
historian’s lifelong ambition. To the solution of this problem 
our argument naturally proceeds. 


1 The last, not the least, U. von (dass der jetzige abschluss des herodotet- 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, who, in his schen werkes nicht vom verfasser beab- 
Arisoteles wnd Athen, i. 26 f. (1898),  sichtigt ist, liegt auf der hand oder sollte 
asserts that ‘‘the present close of the 68 doch tun). There is much virtue in 
work of Herodotus is manifestly not in doch. 
accordance with the author's intention ” 
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§ 6. Is the work of Herodotus, then, incomplete, unfinished, 
as it stands? The comparative shortness of the ninth Book does 
not make for an affirmative. Though the division into Books 18 
not the author's doing, the ninth Book possesses practically a 
complete structure of its own, as above exhibited; the story of 
Mykale and of Sestos is complete in itself, and the Colophon 
with which the Book, and so the work, concludes is Herodotus’ 
own way of marking from time to time a pause, a finis, more or 
less absolute.’ Nor are such peculiarities as may be detected 
in the ninth Book attributable to want of finish, but mainly to 
the nature of the subject and the Sources.* The final Book 
of Thucydides may be taken to show unmistakeable signs of 
incompleteness and want of finish: a chronological scheme 
manqué, speeches still all left in the oblique oration, stylistic 
peculiarities, the abrupt breaking off. Not merely has the 
annalistic record of Thucydides been arrested some years short 
of its promised conclusion, but the latter end of it is obviously 
in the raw, as compared with other portions. No such assertions 
can be sustained against the final Book of Herodotus; at most 
it might be said that Herodotus intended to carry on his story 
further, that the main subject has not reached its proper end 
with the capture of Sestos, and that another Book, or Books, 
would be required to bring down the history of the war to its 
actual finale. But what should this proper finale have been ? 
Ought Herodotus to have carried his story down to the transfer 
of the naval hegemony, or to the victory of the Eurymedon, or 
to the Peace of Kallias, if there was such a Peace, or to the de 
facto cesser of hostilities between Persia and Athens, wherever 
that is to be placed? Not one of these events, real or supposed, 
would be a better finish to the story than the point at which 
Herodotus leaves off, before the schism between Sparta and 
Athens, before the new departure involved in carrying the war 
into the enemy’s country, before the disappearance and disgrace 
of the heroes of the war, before the entrance on the scene of new 


1 For other examples of similar pauses, 
or relative conclusions, marked by anec- 
dotes, cp. 8. 160; 4. 143-4; 6. 187- 
140; 7. 289 (well placed, even if not 
genuine). The assertion that 9. 122 is 
displaced in our text misses a point in 


Herodotus’ methods. 

2 The Sources of Bk. 9 are predomi- 
nantly Attic, cp. § 10 infra, Appendices 
VII., VIII., and Commentary passim : 
hence its Atticisms. But I base no 
argument on its stylometry. 
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actors and the rise of new interests. Herodotus is an artist, not 
a mere annalist; but, even from the strictest historical point of 
view, the story of ‘the great expedition ’ may be considered ended 
after the battles of Plataia and Mykale, with the triumphant 
return of the Athenian fleet from Sestos, bringing home the 
cables which had yoked the Hellespont, linked Asia and Europe, 
and rendered the vast invasion possible. No ancient authority, 
or critic, regarded the work of Herodotus as incomplete, or 
suspected an intention on his part to carry his narrative below 
the point just indicated. On the contrary, the Persian war, 
the great expedition, meant for his successors, from Thucydides 
to Diodoros, exactly what it had meant for Herodotus himself.’ 
To suppose that these authorities, imprimis Thucydides, accepted 
an imperfect conception of the subject due to the accidental 
failure of Herodotus to carry out his whole project, is to ascribe 
to them an exaggerated respect for his authority. Probably the. 
conception of τὰ Μηδικά as the Invasion of Xerxes, comprising 
the two campaigns of 480 and 479 Bc. came to Herodotus 
himself ready-made, an accepted view of the case, justifiable on 
its merits: he simply stereotyped and gave it currency. No- 
where does he indicate precisely in advance the limits of his 
subject, or the date, or event, which is the terminus of the war; 
there is no ground so convincing as that would be, had he 
announced an end which he fails to reach, for charging the work 
with incompleteness. The only plausible argument in support 
of the view that the work of Herodotus is incomplete as it 
stands arises from the unfulfilled promises made by the author 
in the course of the work. There are three such cases in all: 
two of these, the promise to relate the capture of Nineveh 
(1. 106), and the promise to make mention of some kings of 
Babylon (1. 184), do not affect the conclusion of the work as 
it stands; for no one can suppose that the fulfilment of these 
pledges was to find place in the present work after the record 
of the capture of Sestos. Either Herodotus at some time 
contemplated a distinct work on Assyrian history, or he intended 
to add to the end of the third Book, as we have it, some further 


1 Thucydides virtually begins his narrative into that of his predecessor ; 
review of the Pentekontaéteris from the cp. Thuc. 1. 89 ff. For Diodoros cp. 
point reached by Hdt., the overlaps Appendix I. § 13 (vol. ii. p. 74). 
being only such as to dovetail his 
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notices of Babylon and Assyria. It is difficult to set down the 
non-fulfilment of these two promises, ὑπ part materia, and occur- 
ring so nearly together, to an oversight, and I am inclined to 
believe that Herodotus had projected a separate work on 
‘ Assyrian’ history, which he never achieved. The argument is 
different in the third and only remaining case, the promise to 
complete the story of Epialtes, 7. 213, which is nowhere 
fulfilled. But, if we are not here in presence of a pure over- 
sight, at most the case proves that Herodotus did not quite fully 
and finally revise his work; it cannot prove that he had projected 
a later close, or finale. Such a project would have landed him 
in the Pentekontaéteris to encounter all the difficulties and in- 
consequence above adverted to, in seeking a better, a more 
artistic conclusion than his actual work presents. Moreover, 
the numerous explicit references to events of the Pentekontaéteris, 
which occur throughout the work of Herodotus, and especially | 
in the last three Books, supply a positive bar to the supposition 
that he intended to carry his connected and continuous narrative 
over any considerable portion of the period subsequent to the 
capture of Sestos. On any such hypothesis those references 
would involve reiterated anticipations of the narrative still to 
come of an inartistic and clumsy sort, which has no parallel in 
the actual work of Herodotus.’ Yet, if we are led to acquiesce 
in the view that the work of Herodotus missed the very last 
revision from the author's hand, it is less on the strength of this 
one clearly unfulfilled pledge than on account of the occurrence 
of numerous inconsequences, or maladroitnesses, which repeated 
filing might perhaps have removed from the finished work, 
much as your modern author will revise a complete and final 
edition of his works: though even in such a case a writer rarely 
succeeds in removing all inequalities, or inconsequences, from 
productions drawn from various quarters, dealing with many 
diverse interests and topics, and spread in composition over a 
considerable number of years; and it may be doubted whether 
any number of revisions and retractations could quite have 
brought every story, every chapter, every line in the work of 
Herodotus into perfect consistency with every other, in view of 
his empirical methods and conflicting sources. 


1 On the references to the events of the Pentekontaéteris see § 8 infra. 
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A further argument in favour of the view that the work of 
Herodotus is complete, after the author’s own conception, is to 
be found in the general plan and scope of the work as a whole. 
The whole falls, as has been already, and elsewhere more fully 
shown, into three great sections, or volumes, each comprising, as 
it happens, a trio of Books, and each nearly equivalent in bulk 
to each. A remarkable symmetry and proportion obtain in the 
tripartite work, anticipating, perhaps suggesting, the symmetry 
in the work of Thucydides, had the latter but obtained the 
destined bulk and finish from its author’s hand. In neither 
case was the actual plan of the complete and symmetric work 
in existence before the inception of the undertaking: in each 
case, surely, the idea of the whole dawned and grew upon the 
author in the course of composition. This hypothesis is verifiable 
in the case of Thucydides, and highly probable in the case of 
Herodotus. But in the latter case, whatever may have been 
the point or stage at which the author first conceived the 
idea of the work as a whole, matters nothing to the present 
argument for the completeness of the work as it stands. To 
have added, that is inserted, the Assyrian Logoi, which were 
surely to have been as bulky as the Hgyptian, or at least as the 
LInbyan Logoi, would have destroyed the symmetry of the extant 
whole, a@ parte ante; to have carried the chronicle of the wars 
with Persia down to the battle of the Eurymedon, or the more 
complete end of actual hostilities, about the time of Perikles’ 
ascendency, would have destroyed the symmetry of the work a 
parte post. The addition, indeed, of the further records, or Logou, 
indicated to the first and the third sections, or volumes, of the 
work respectively, would have left the symmetry of the com- 
position inviolate, but would enormously have increased the bulk 
of the whole, would have still further retarded the main 
argument by a fresh digression, and would have destroyed the 
moral atmosphere and effect of the work, by involving the story 
in the decadence aud disruption of Hellas. It may have been 
the very impossibility of adding to the story of the Persian war, 
of carrying it below the capture of Sestos, without departing 
from recognized principles, and becoming entangled in endless 
difficulties and inconsequences, which determined Herodotus to 
preserve the proportions of his work as a whole by omitting 
the ᾿Ασσύριοι λόγοι from the first volume, and reserving the 
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fuller stories of Nineveh and of the Babylonian kings for an 
entirely distinct work. If the Assyrian Logoi were to have been 
a separate and distinct work, as appears most probable, then the 
references and promises in respect of them in no degree bear 
out the view that the existing work was incomplete, or un- 
finished, in the author’s judgement and conception. The 
argument has to rely simply upon the promise in the seventh 
Book, a frail support for a conclusion otherwise so improbable ; 
and as it can be shown, from numerous authentic additions and 
insertions, that the author revised his work certainly once, 
and probably more than once, the most extreme conclusion 
justified by the state of the evidences amounts to no more than 
the admission that Herodotus, had he revised his work yet once 
again, might have removed a few more of the still remaining 
inconcinnities, which go to prove that the work, as we have it, 
artistic, complete, and highly finished as it is, a whole, with a 
beginning, a middle and an end, nevertheless was not originally 
conceived and projected upon the lines, and with the structure 
and great argument thereinto imported by the author in the 
course of his years of apprenticeship and mastery. 

Last, and not least, if not merely is the work a result of years 
of study, of wandering, of experience and production, as all critics 
will in some degree admit: if also the earliest portion, or section, 
of the work to attain relative completeness and definite form was 
just the History of the Great Invasion, τὰ Μηδικά, our last three 
Books: why, then, the argument in favour of regarding the work 
as complete and finished, in structure and general conception, 
gains additional weight and substance. If the history of the 
Medic war was the primary and principal subject to the record 
and illustration of which Herodotus first addressed himself, it is 
probable that the history of the Medic war is complete and 
finished in the author's conception and creation. This history 
forming the end of the Herodotean work, as we have it, that 
work is finished, and has reached its proper end, whatever lacunae 
may be detected in its earlier portions. The problem of the 
order in which the various parts and portions of the work of 
Herodotus were composed, or the materials for their composition 
collected, is in itself an important and interesting problem to the 
student of historical literature. Should it be decided in accord- 
ance with the hypothesis just indicated, it must be held to afford 


§7 INTRODUCTION 


fresh ground for recognizing the work as finished and complete 
in its present form; and all arguments for the substantive priority 
of Books 7, 8, 9 become ancillary arguments for the completion 
and completeness of the work. Should the problem of the order 
of composition be decided otherwise, or be held definitely in- 
soluble, still all the considerations already adduced remain to 
make it practically quite certain that the connected and con- 
tinuous story of the Barbarian and Hellenic worlds, and of the 
wars waged between them, had reached its end and conclusion, 
as conceived and projected for his work by the author; and 
nothing in the work itself, much less elsewhere, justifies the view 
that the story of the war is incomplete. 

§ 7. The view that the contents of the last three Books were 
the earliest portion of the work collected, and even put by the 
author into literary shape, has been repeatedly advanced by 
competent critics,’ but cannot be said to be much in favour at 
the present time. The case, indeed, has never been quite fully 
stated, nor the whole argument sufficiently elaborated. Undue 
stress has been laid on one or two partial observations, and 
certain cumulative arguments have been overlooked, or treated 
as self-evident. An absolutely demonstrable conclusion is not 
likely to be attained upon this subject, the problem being mainly 
a literary one, where direct testimony is not forthcoming. But 
at least the question should be recognized as a purely open one 
at starting, unprejudiced by the particular order in which the 
subject matter is now presented in the finished and completed 
work. The primitive assumption that the Logot of Herodotus 
were collected and written down by him in just the order in 
which they now meet us in his work, though substantially main- 
tained by Kirchhoff,’ is neither probable in itself nor in accordance 
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1 Blakesley in England (1854) and 
A. Scholl in Germany (1855) were ap- 


of the work strictly in the existing 
order, but recognizes three stages and 


parently the first to suggest it; A. 
Bauer’s Lnistehung des Herodotischen 
Geschichtswerkes, Wien, 1878, is still the 
most considerable tract in its support ; 
cp. my Herodotus IV.-VI., vol. i. p. 
xeii (1895). 

2 Ueber die Enistehungszeit des Hero- 
dotischen Geschichtswerkes, 2te Aufl., 
Berlin, 1878, maintains the composition 


three localities in its genesis, Bks. 1, 2, 
3. 1-119 having been composed before 
Hdt.’s migration to Thurioi, Bks. 3. 
120-160, 4 and 5. 1-76 at Thurioi be- 
tween 443 and 432 B.c., and Bks. 5. 77- 
124, 6, 7, 8, 9 at Athens during the 
early years of the ‘ Peloponnesian war.’ 
Cp. § 9 p. lvi infra. According to the 
more naive doctrine of the ancients the 
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with analogy, nor borne out by the inner indications to be found 
in the work itself. The clearest single test of such an assumption 
is the position of the second Book; for the occurrence of this 
colossal excursus, so early in the course of the work, is difficult 
to reconcile with the hypothesis that the existing work was 
conceived as a whole, and its several parts composed exactly in 
the existing order. The date of the author’s visit to Egypt, the 
date of the composition of the second Book, which is a unity in 
itself, must be treated, at starting, as open questions; so must 
the date and origin of each subordinate unit, into which the work 
of Herodotus can be fairly analyzed, be left at starting an open 
question: the Skythian, the Libyan, the Lydian, the Medo-Persian 
histories, the records and traditions of particular Hellenic states 
(Samos, Athens, Sparta, Korinth, Syracuse), the Ionian Revolt, 
the Marathonian campaign, and likewise the account of the Great 
Invasion, must all be regarded as potentially separable units. The 
problems of genesis, date and composition arise equally in relation 
to the many precise passages of a digressional or excursional 
character with which the work is enriched; such materials have 
been gathered, perhaps, at widely different epochs of the author's 
life, and may have been inserted in the work at various dates ; 
the order of their occurrence in the work by no means corre- 
sponds of necessity to the chronological order of their collection, 
or of their insertion. One conclusion, perhaps only one, need 
be posited at starting, that the whole work of Herodotus being 
composed of many different and separable units, partly corre- 
sponding to, but partly irrespective of, the existing division into 
nine Books, these parts, or subdivisions, still recognizable in the 
work will have existed, some or all, in a state of relative com- 
pletion, or substantial independence, before they were brought 
together and fused, more or less flawlessly, into the existing 
whole. The exact degree of that independence and individuality 
may have varied in different cases, great and small, and can 
never have amounted, except perhaps in the case of the second 
Book, and of some minor and clearly detachable excursuses, 
digressions, stories, to complete identity of form and substance 
with the passages as now observable in the work of Herodotus. 


work of Hdt. was all accomplished at at Samos (Suidas) or later at Thurioi 
one time in one place, whether early (Pliny, Nat. Hist. 12. 18). 
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Any other assumption would involve the corollary that 
Herodotus, notwithstanding the splendid artistic result, put his 
materials together by a purely mechanical method, and that the 
final redaction, perhaps the last of several revisions, was without 
appreciable effect upon the composition, the fusion, the orggnisa- 
tion of the whole. Such a corollary were an absurdity. But 
there is no inherent absurdity in the view that the artistic whole 
is a product, not of one original and single inspiration, proceeding 
from one single idea, but of a gradual enlargement of plan, and 
probably of materials and knowledge; there is no absurdity in 
the assumption that even the skilful and artistic hand of 
Herodotus, applied again and again to his great and growing 
work, failed to remove and obliterate entirely all traces of its 
genesis. The genesis of the work is a legitimate subject of 
speculation, and what theory is at once more simple and more 
consistent with the work, as we find it, than the view that 
Herodotus first projected and, to a greater or less extent, first 
elaborated the History of the Persian War, in Bks. 7, 8, 9, 
though not in quite the exact form, or with all the details, now 
presented in those Books; and that afterwards there developed 
before his mind the possibility of working up into a vast prelude 
to that main theme materials amassed during many years of 
study, research, inquiry, travel, a prelude that should pourtray 
the historic antecedents, both Barbarian and Hellenic, of the 
great struggle, and present in vivid colours a panorama of the 
two worlds that clashed together in the final duel ? 

There would certainly have been much more of novelty in 
an attempt to relate, in an adequate and also picturesque manner, 
the story of a recent war, as represented in the last three Books 
of Herodotus, than in the attempt to reproduce geographical 
descriptions and ethnographical memoranda more or less in the 
style of Hekataios, such as are to be found in the second and 
fourth Books, and to a considerable extent also in the first, third, 
and fifth. The precise advance which Herodotus made upon his 
prose predecessors appears to have lain in his applying to history 
methods and ideas drawn from the only sphere of literary art so 
far practised, poetry, and chiefly the Hos and the Drama. To 
emulate Phrynichos and Aischylos by taking a subject from the 
immediate past, and to relate it in prose, with artifices and 
methods largely drawn from the Homeric Zpos as well as from 
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the stage, was an inspiration far surpassing any previous achieve- 
ment in prose composition, and one well worthy the genius of 
Herodotus. While the subject was thus original, the methods of 
representation were largely imitative. There is no part of the 
work of Herodotus where the Homeric influence is so visible as 
in the last three Books. The introduction is modelled upon the 
first Book of the Jiiad; the second Book of the Jiiad supplies a 
good precedent for the catalogue of Army and Navy. Elsewhere 
Herodotus might seem to have drawn his inspiration from the 
Odyssey, a8 he travels, or seems to travel, over the world, visiting 
the tribes and cities of men in many climes; the concentration of 
interest on the war in the last three Books reproduces rather the 
atmosphere of the older epos. It is unnecessary to pursue these 
analogies into detail: the direct deposit of Homeric style and 
terminology is strongest in the last three Books.’ A similar 
observation holds of the relation of these Books to the Drama. 
The influence of Aischylos is undeniable, less in details concern- 
ing the march or the battle, where there are also noticeable 
differences between Herodotus and the poet, than in the presenta- 
tion of character, and in the moral setting of the whole. It has 
been observed also that the speeches in the last three Books of 
Herodotus are far more truly dramatic than the speeches in the 
earlier Books.” There they are too often mere substitutes for 
narrative; here they have a real bearing on action, and the 
march of events. It was not, we may fairly surmise, at the end 
of his life and literary achievement that Herodotus would show 
most clearly such influences. The distinctly religious tone of the 
narrative favours the same conclusion. The heroic and poetical 
standpoint of Herodotus breaks down in the later decades of the 
century into the colder estimates of Thucydides. Herodotus 
writes this history in the spirit of Aischylos and of Simonides, of 
Panyasis and of Pindar. The little we know of his biography, 
and particularly of his early education, favours the view that the 
subject he first chose for literary illustration in prose was an 
epical subject, such as that offered by the invasion of Xerxes. 
Herodotus was trained, so to speak, in the school of his uncle 
Panyasis, one of the last of the epic poets. His history of the 


1 Cp. Appendix II. § 2, vol. ii. p. 125, are in oratio obliqua, e.g. 8. 83. Cp. 
and Commentary ad J. 8 11 (i) infra. 
2 The most authentic-looking speeches 3 Cp. Appendix I. § 4. 
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great invasion is but the application of the principles of Panyasis 
to a new subject, the freshest that could have engaged his 
attention, or lent itself to such treatment.' Materials and 
encouragement would not be wanting in Halikarnassos, where 
Artemisia had but just passed away; in Samos, which had played 
no unimportant part at the crucial moment; in Ionia, which had 
supplied no small part of the King’s Fleet, and had revolted, ‘ for 
the second time,’ as Ionians were proud to remember, from the 
Persian yoke on the morrow of Mykale. When Herodotus began 
to write, about the middle of the fifth century, some thirty 
years after the victory of Salamis, and before the travels, more or 
less extensive, in Europe, in Libya, in Asia, which are implied in 
the earlier Books, what boon could he bring to European audiences 
more acceptable than the deft and glorious records of the Greek 
victory over the hosts of Asia—meet pendant to the Trojan war 
—or what stronger motive could he have for visiting European 
Hellas than the desire to complete, by the means there available 
to him, in Athens, in Delphi, in Sparta, the projected story, and 
round it into a finished whole ? 

Whatever be the varying proportion of written to oral sources 
in the successive parts of the work of Herodotus, for no part of 
his record can Herodotus have had oral tradition so copious and 
so fresh as for the history of the Invasion contained in the last 
three Books. The amount of matter in these Books drawn from 
literary sources has, indeed, been generally under-estimated ; but 
be it set never so high, there remains a larger and more constant 
echo of the voz viva in this volume than in any other equal 
portion of the work. It could hardly be otherwise from the 
nature of the case, and from the relation of the author to his 
subject. Herodotus stands indeed to his subject in one degree 
less intimate than Thucydides to the annals of the Peloponnesian 
war, but he was only just not contemporary with the expedition 
of Xerxes. The elder generation, amongst whom he grew up, had 
taken part in the war, upon the Persian side; nor was it only 
with one medizing Greek from Greece proper that he had held 
converse.* The happy selection of a virgin subject, knowledge of 
which was still largely to be gleaned from the lips of living men 


1 Cp. Suidas, s.v. Πανύασις.. On the relation of Choirilos and Hdt. cp. § 10 in/ra. 
2 Cp. 9. 16 and 8 10 infra. 
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and women, themselves witnesses and actors in the drama, goes 
far to explain the most characteristic quality of the author's style, 
the εἰρομένη λέξις, that impression of the living voice in the 
literary narrative, caught naturally in the first instance from the 
lips of the story-teller, mother, or mother’s brother, exile and 
refugee, Ionian, Dorian, Persian, and what not. It is, indeed, 
not easy to detect more than one style in Herodotus, the 
acquisition or formation of which is most readily explained by the 
supposition that it was first acquired and exercised on such a 
subject, and on such materials, as those presented in the last 
three Books, and then applied, with but slight modification, to 
more remote subjects, for which literary evidences were already 
forthcoming in greater abundance, as was the case, in varying 
degrees, with the earlier Books of the finished work.' 

§ 8. All these general observations and reflexions could at 
best establish but a probability in favour of the prior composition 
of the story of the Great Invasion. That probability requires to 
be fortified and supplemented by a detailed examination of the 
passages, of various kinds and orders, which may be quoted in 
support of the main thesis. These passages are, of course, 
cumulative in their evidential value, and their partial classifica- 
tion will (it is to be hoped) strengthen, or clarify, the argument. 
Two or three obvious considerations, however, tend to complicate 
the problem, or at least to generate caveats or canons in bar of 
too facile a conclusion. (i) Herodotus undoubtedly draws, 
throughout his work, from a great variety of sources, without a 
strenuous attempt to co-ordinate their data, or reduce the result 
to self-consistency. Inconsistencies, inconsequences, may be 
found not merely between Book and Book, but often in close 
juxtaposition in his pages. In either case such occurrences may 
prove not differences of time and design in composition, but 
simply differences of source imperfectly reduced. Again, (ii.) the 
indubitable fact of revision, of insertions on revision, while it 
helps to explain, helps also to obscure the evidence in regard to 
the genesis of the work; and in some cases we are left with an 


1 I have despaired of applying stylo- its subject matter, and sources, neutralize 
metric tests to the problem of the order 186 stylometric argument. The appear- 
and genesis of the Herodotean Logoi, ance of a closer texture in sundry places 
there being no fixed datum for any is probably due to the presence of literary 
portion of the work from which to start. sources, and the introduction of con- 
Book 4 might afford a point de départ, but _ troversial matter. 
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apparently arbitrary or capricious result, and no good reason 
why a given passage, note, or remark occurs in this rather than 
in that context. If in the end there emerge not a demonstrated 
conclusion, but at best a tenable hypothesis, there will still be a 
twofold gain—incidentally a harvest of problematic and interest- 
ing gobbets gleaned from the work, the co-ordination of which is, in 
itself, an essay in the higher criticism; and ultimately a resultant 
theory, which more than any of the known alternatives renders 
the genesis of the work, as a whole, intelligible, and explains how 
parts, at first sight so disparate, as, for example, the first three and 
the last three Books of Herodotus, come to fall into their places 
as symmetrical factors in the organic opus. Finally, (iii) the 
problem is a literary, or at most a biographical one; success and 
failure in its solution alike leave the historical values in the work 
intact. The truth or falsity, the weight or authority, of what 
Herodotus reports of the Persian war is but little affected by the 
determination of the precise date, within the possible range of 
twenty years, at which he reduced it to writing: least of all 
could the priority of the last three Books militate against their 
authority. Subject to these cautions the argument may proceed 
with its review of the proofs in detail. 

The story of the war ends appropriately with the capture of 
Sestos; but in no equal part of the work of Herodotus are there 
so many references to later history as in the last three Books. 
To events, situations, developments, falling into the period con- 
veniently and correctly known as the Pentekontaéteris,’ there are 
about three dozen references in the course of these Books.” From 
the chronological rearrangement of these references an important 
observation results. Three cases carry down to the opening 
years of the third Peloponnesian war, the Ten Years’ War of Thucy- 
dides*; the other thirty and odd cases, with one doubtful instance, 


1 πεντηκονταετηρίς is the term used 
by the Scholiast to Thucydides 1. 97. 
The term revryxovraeria(used apparently 
in the same sense by the Scholiast iid. 
and ad 1. 89) is found in Dionysios of 
Halikarnassos 4. 32 in the sense of ‘the 
age of fifty.” Revived by Busolt for the 
interval between the Persian and Pelo- 
ponnesian wars, it is now commonly so 
used in Germany and England. 

3 There are at least thirty-six refer- 


ences in the last three Books to events 
subsequent to the capture of Sestos, as 
against from ten to twelve in Bks. 4, 5, 
6, and as against some five or six in Bks, 
1, 2, 3. The nature of the contents and 
sources, in the three volumes respec- 
tively, will in part account for this 
difference in the distribution of contem- 
porary references, but not wholly. 

3 These three cases may be numbered: 
(85) the reference to the Theban sur- 
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carry down only to the breach between Athens and Sparta, and 


the first Peloponnesian war.’ 


The latest event in this the main 


body, or stream, of references to contemporary events is the 


mention of the battle of Tanagra (457 B.c.).? 


In the references, 


then, to events subsequent to the ostensible close of the historian’s 
record, there are two groups: the first group comprises ἃ con- 
siderable mass of references belonging chronologically to the 
twenty years immediately succeeding the fall of Sestos; the 
second consists of three references, which belong chronologically 


prise of Plataia, in 431 B.c., 7. 233, cp. 
Thucyd. 2. 2; (86) the sparing of 
Dekeleia by the Spartans, in 431 B.o., 
9. 78, cp. Thucyd. 2. 23 ; (37) the fate of 
Nikolas, Aneristos, and Aristeus, in 430 
B.C., 7. 137, cp. Thucyd. 2. 67. Cp. next 
note. For supposed later references cp. 
note to 7. 286. 6 (i. 346). 

1 The exact succession can scarcely 
be determined for all cases, but the 
dates, or approximate dates, for the 
more important events can be ascer- 
tained, and this evidence is irrespective 
of the general atmosphere, and signs of 
afterthought, perceptible throughout the 
narrative. To the first decade or so 
after the war might be reckoned the 
rewards, or punishments, meted out to 
actors in the war, whether on the Persian 
or the Greek side, with other more or 
less cognate matters: (1) Theomnestor 
and Phylakos, 8. 85; (2) Xeinagoras, 9. 
107 ; (3) Megapanos, 7. 62; (4) Amyn- 
tas (?), 8. 186 ; (5) rewards for the burial 
of Mardonios, 9. 84 ; (6) fate of Masistes, 
9. 108-118; (7) rewards to Maskames 
and his descendants, 7. 106 (carries down 
into the reign of Artaxerxes) ; and here 
might be added (8) ‘the old age of 
Amastris,’ 7. 114. On the Greek side: 
the cases of (9) Autidoros, 8. 11; (10) 
Sikinnos, 8. 75; (11) Epialtes, 7. 213; 
(12) Hegesistratos, 9. 38; (13) the 
Tenians, 8. 82; (14) the Korkyraians, 
7. 168, a case that might carry down 
much later. There are, besides, the 
notices of monuments and relics con- 
nected with the war, which imply dates 


in the Pentekontaéteris for their erection, 
or it may be for the historian’s view of 
them, such as (15) the tombs at Ther- 
mopylai, 7. 228 ; (16) offerings at Delphi, 
8. 121, 122, cp. 7. 179, 9. 81; (17) at 
Athens, 7. 189; (18) at Plataia, 9. 88. 
But of more interest are the events in 
Greck history to be dated previous to 
the first rupture between Sparta and 
Athens, such as (19) the liberation of 
Thrace, 7. 106; (20) the heroism of 
Boges, 7. 107 ; (21) the transfer of the 
naval hegemony, 8. 3; (22) the battle 
of Tegea, 9. 84; (28) the battle of 
Dipaia, ibid. ; (24) the Tarantine dis- 
aster, 7. 170; (25) the death of Hermo- 
lykos, 472 B.c., 9. 105; (26) the exploit 
of Aneristos, 468 B.c.1 7. 187; (27) the 
expulsion of Mikythos, 467 B.o. 1 7. 170; 
(28) the medism of Themistokles, 466 
B.C., 8. 109; (29) deaths of Sophanes 
and Leagros, 465 B.c., 9. 75; (30) the 
Messenian war, 464 B.c., 9. 84; (81) 
death of Aeimnestos, 464 B.c., 9. 64. 
Events after the rupture between Athens 
and Sparta (462 8.0.) follow: (82) the 
war in Egypt, 459 Bo., 7. 7; (83) the 
battle of Tanagra, 457 B.c., 9. 34; (84) 
the embassy of Kallias, 7. 151, possibly 
earlier thau the war in Egypt, but more 
probably after the death of Kimon (449 
B.C.), or even after the Thirty Years’ 
Truce (445 Β.0.). In the latter case there 
is a considerable gap between the dates 
of (33) and (34). | 

29. 84. See No. (33) in preceding 
note. 


§ 8 INTRODUCTION liii 


to the years 431-480 B.c., and may of course have been actually 
penned a year or two later. Between the two groups of references 
there is objectively a chronological interval of nearly thirty years, 
perhaps broken by a single reference, of doubtful date’ The 
conclusion to which these observations point is clear. The last 
three Books of Herodotus must in the main have been composed 
not very long after the battle of Tanagra, in part presumably 
from information collected upon the European side; but this 
draft was laid aside for many years, and then revised, or retouched, 
in the opening years of the Peloponnesian war, the Ten Years’ 
War, apparently during a visit to Athens. If there was a second 
or intervening revision in the meanwhile, it involved no reference 
to contemporary events in Hellas (with the one doubtful exception 
above mentioned), and was, therefore, presumably made in some 
place where Herodotus was removed from the main current of 
Hellenic affairs. It is manifest that these observations accord 
perfectly with the hypothesis that the last three Books of 
Herodotus were in substance composed some time before the 
previous six Books, that their first draft was succeeded by a period 
of travel, or further travel, and research; and that the work of 
Herodotus, as we have it, only came into existence after the 
author’s return to Athens, and is the result of a third and final 
revision from the author’s own hand, in the opening years of the 
Peloponnesian war: a revision, perhaps, never quite fully carried 
out. 

In view of the number of passages in the last three Books 
where matters are mentioned which have been more fully 
described or narrated in the previous Books, it is curious (if we 
are to believe that the first six Books were already in existence 
before the last three Books were written) that there are only 
two express references in the last three Books to passages in 
the earlier Books. Of these two references the first is on a 
very trivial point, is made in somewhat unusual form, without 
any personal reference, and reads very like a gloss.” The second 
case is irreproachable in form, is quite in Herodotus’ usual 
manner, is made to an important passage, or rather to two im- 


1 No. (34) in note 1, previous page. 3 7, 93 οὗτοι δὲ (sc. Κᾶρες) οἵτινες 
This passage might belong to the final πρότερον ἐκαλέοντο ἐν τοῖσι πρώτοισι 
revision of the work, and date with the τῶν λόγων εἴρηται. 
latest insertions. 
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portant passages in the fifth and sixth Books, and has all the 
appearance of being authentic.’ But unique as it is, and 
referring moreover to events which have been previously implied 
in the narrative and speeches of the seventh Book, it is more 
probably a later addition, on revision, from the author's own 
hand, than an integral part of the first or original draft of the 
history of the Great Invasion. Certainly neither of these 
passages should be cited in support of the view that the Books of 
Herodotus were composed in just the order in which they now 
stand, or even that the seventh Book is later in original con- 
ception, or composition, than the first, the fifth and the sixth. 
There is also something apparently capricious in this one express 
reference to an earlier story, in view of the many passages where 
reference to the earlier Books, had those earlier Books been in 
existence, would have been equally in point, or even more 80. 
The argument a silentio may not be much stronger in this 
than in any other application, yet it counts for something, and 
must be faced. Whatever, indeed, may be the best explanation 
of the anomalies presented by the following cases, the anomalies 
demand attention. 

The total absence of any reference back from the Army and 
Navy Lists in Book 7 to passages on the same tribes and nations 
as described in the first four Books is remarkable, if the first four 
Books were compiled and composed before the seventh; the 
silence is simple enough, on the supposition that the seventh 
Book is older in the genesis of Herodotus’ work than the earlier 
Books. Persians, Medes, Skyths, Libyans, Arabians, Aithiopians, 
Egyptians, Assyrians defile before us in the seventh Book as 
though we had never heard of them before; but the passages in 
the seventh Book concerning them show in some respects a more 
imperfect and presumably earlier state of knowledge. The 
absence of express reference to the story of the conquest of 
Egypt as told in the third Book is remarkable; still more 
remarkable is the absence of any express reference to the story 
of the Skythian expedition of J)areios, if the third and fourth 
Books were already in existence when Herodotus was writing 
the seventh. Could he have lost himself in wonder over the 


17.108 ἐδεδούλωτο γάρ, ὡς καὶ πρός Μεγαβάζου re καταστρεψαμένου καὶ ὕσ- 
τερόν μοι δεδήλωται, ἡ μέχρι Θεσσαλίης τερον Μαρδονίου. 
πᾶσα καὶ ἣν ὑπὸ βασιλέα δασμοφόρος, 
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bridges and canal of Xerxes if he had already described, without 
astonishment, the bridges and canal of Dareios, the latter at least 
a far more stupendous work? The total omission of any 
reference to Kyrene in relation to the expedition of Xerxes is 
the more remarkable, if Herodotus was already so fully acquainted 
with the history of Kyrene as he shows himself in the Libyan 
Logor. All these, and other similar if less striking omissions of 
direct reference, are easily intelligible on the supposition that 
Herodotus drafted the history of the expedition of Xerxes in 
much the form now presented by the seventh and following 
Books before he had written, or even acquired the materials for 
writing, the earlier Books, more especially those portions of the 
earlier Books which describe the history and antiquities of the 
non-Hellenic nations, whether civilised or barbarous. 

There are three or four passages in the last three Books 
which clash with passages in the earlier Books, and where the 
absence of a reference, or explanation, is almost inexplicable on 
the supposition that the last three Books were the last compiled, 
or composed, by the author. (1) To take the two notices of 
Sophanes of Dekeleia, and especially his victory in a duel with 
Eurybates the Argive, in Aigina: the absence in 9.75 of any 
reference to 6.92, if the latter passage was in existence when 
the former passage was first penned, is certainly remarkable. (2) 
In this connexion it might further be urged that the absence in 
Book 7 of any reference to the story, or details, of the Aiginetan 
war, had that story already been committed to writing in the 
form now found in Books 5 and 6, is also a noticeable omission. 
The confusion and obscurity in which that story is involved in 
no wise militate against the later date for the fifth and sixth 
Books. (3) Still more striking is a third instance, where a 
backward reference might fairly be expected, all the more because 
there is inconsistency, not to say contradiction, involved in the 
two passages. Book 7. 163 givesa story of Kadmos, son of Skythes 
of Kos, and of his father Skythes, in which the absence of any 
reference to Book 6. 23, 24, where a variant story of Skythes is 
told, is the more astonishing in view of the difficulty of reconcil- 
ing, or harmonising, the data of the two passages. This omission 
is more intelligible on the supposition that the passage in the 
sixth Book is the younger passage, and was not in existence 
when Herodotus first penned the passage in the seventh Book, 
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than on the reverse hypothesis. (4) There is another pair of 
passages, in this case, indeed, a precise doublet, which would 
settle once for all the priority of the eighth Book to the first, in 
order of composition, could the authenticity of the two passages 
be guaranteed. Book 8. 104 appears to reproduce from Book 
1. 175 an account of the portent of the bearded priestess of 
Pedasa, in almost identical terms, but with one marked variation: 
according to Bk. 8 the portent has occurred twice, according to 
Bk. 1 three times. The conclusion is obvious: the passage in 
Book 1 is the later of the two. Unfortunately for the argument 
the occurrence of this unique doublet suggests a scribe’s gloss, 
in one place or the other; and the variation may easily pass for 
a lapse of memory, or of pen, on the glossator’s part. 

On mere inconsistencies, or even apparent contradictions, 
between passages in the last three Books and in the first six, cited 
to prove the independence of the last three Books as against the 
first six, and the probability therefore of their prior composition, 
much stress cannot be laid; for the cases cited need prove only the 
independence of the sources in various parts of Herodotus’ work, 
and the absence of a thorough co-ordination and rationalisation 
of the data of varying sources—facts everywhere patent through- 
out the work of Herodotus. If, for example, in the seventh Book 
(c. 8) Aristagoras accompanies the Greeks to Sardes in 498 B.c., 
while in the history of the Ionian revolt (5. 99) he stays behind 
in Miletos, it may be said that the latter statement is obviously 
preferable, and shows better knowledge, and is consequently a 
later statement ; it may also, however, be said that the former 
is a blunder dramatically put into the mouth of Xerxes, and in 
no way commits Herodotus. It would be fair to reply that the 
blunder seems a rather gratuitous one; but still, the inconsistency 
here has obviously a very low evidential value either way. 
Again, in Book 7. 54 Xerxes the Persian king pours libations, 
while in Book 1. 132 we learn that the Persians have no such 
custom or rite. Had Herodotus possessed this information when 
he wrote that passage, he must (it is said) have suppressed, or at 
least have explained, the inconsequence. But the argument is 
not convincing. Herodotus might follow an ill-informed tradition, 
and forget in one place what he had said in another, especially 
in passages of such different character and provenience; or again, 
Xerxes might sanction religious rites, upon occasion, which were 
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not strictly ‘ Persian,’ and so on. A supposed inconsistency has 
been discovered between the statement in 9. 35 that Teisamenos 
and his brother were the only outlanders ever admitted to the 
Spartan franchise, and the record in 4. 145 of the admission of 
the Minyai; but again reply is easy. The one case belongs to 
the historical, the other to the legendary period; Herodotus 
overlooks the infinitesimal inconsequence; or, finally, he records 
that the Minyai lost the franchise after gaining it, so the instance 
would hardly count. <A fairer case might be made out in the 
fuller details of the domestic history of some of the recent Spartan 
kings given in Bk. 6, as compared with Bk. 7; but even here 
difference of source might account for most of the variations, and 
in any case our author’s whole style and method of research, 
thought, and composition is hardly close and cogent enough 
to give such observations any great weight in determining the 
theory of the order in which various parts or sections of his 
history were composed. 

Much more weight attaches to a group, or series, of passages 
found in Books 7, 8, 9, the presence of which therein would be 
more or less anomalous, or surprising, if Books 1-6 had been 
written first. Thus, it is curious that we should have to wait until 
the seventh Book (c. 11) for the Achaimenid Pedigree, if Books 
1—3 were composed before Books 7-9. The natural and proper 
place for its introduction would have been in connexion with the 
accession of Dareios, or failing that, as Herodotus calls Kyros an 
Achaimenid,’ in connexion with his name. The device of placing 
his own pedigree in the lips of Xerxes suggests that Herodotus 
was rather hard bestead for an excuse to introduce a matter 
which might much more easily have been introduced in the first 
or in the third Books, had he written, or had he entertained the 
plan of writing, them at the time. A similar remark attaches 
to other pedigrees which occur .in the last three Books. It is 
curious that we should have to wait until these Books are 
unrolled for the genealogies of the Spartan kings, and of 
Alexander of Makedon. It may be said that the pedigree of 
Leonidas (7. 204), the pedigree of Leotychidas (8. 131), are 
introduced on great occasions, to give solemnity to the stories 


13. 75 ἀρξάμενος δὲ ἀπ᾽ ᾿Αχαιμένεος ἐγενεηλόγησε τὴν πατριὴν τὴν Kipov—as 
Hdt. has made Xerxes do in 7. 11. 
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with which they are associated; but are we to suppose Herodotus 
holding his hand not merely in the first Book, where Spartan 
kings now meet us for the first time, but throughout the fifth and 
sixth Books, in which the inner history of Sparta, the fortunes of 
the royal houses, and the succession of these very kings, Leonidas 
and Leotychidas themselves, are in question, for the chance of 
utilizing the Herakleid genealogies to elevate the stories of 
Thermopylai and Mykale into a more heroic atmosphere? The 
case of the Makedonian dynasty is not very dissimilar; and 
here the pedigree is given, in the baldest and coldest style, as a 
mere note or appendix to a brilliant story, which gains nothing 
but a touch of legal formalism from the genealogical finale. The 
context here encountered reaches further. In the eighth Book 
(cc. 137-9) Herodotus tells the story of the origin of the 
Makedonian monarchy, and explains the Hellenic descent of the 
Makedonian kingly house from the Temenids of Argos. In the 
fifth Book (c. 22) Herodotus tells a story, which records the 
dispute at Olympia over the Hellenic claim of the Makedonian 
house, and the decision in jts favour, but there expressly post- 
pones the justification of the claim, and pledges himself to 
relate it hereafter. What hypothesis better explains this curious 
procedure than the supposition that, when Herodotus was writing 
the fifth Book, the eighth Book, with the passage on the Hellenic 
descent of Alexander embedded in it, was already in existence ? 
Within the class of cases now under review there is 
nones of higher evidential value than the excursus on the 
origin of the Makedonian Royal House. There is, however, 
another case of almost equal weight, save for two considera- 
tions: the absence of the proleptic reference, and the possibility 
that the whole passage is a later insertion, as a part of it 
at least most certainly is, in the body of the seventh Book. 
But to regard the whole passage as an insertion makes 
its anachronistic introduction in its present context doubly 
perplexing. In Book 6 c. 48 Herodotus records the mission 
of heralds by King Dareios to the Greek states in 491 B.. 
demanding earth and water, but does not record the treatment, 
good, bad or indifferent, which these heralds underwent in Athens 
or in Sparta, nor does he even expressly record their arrival in 
Athens, or in Sparta, at all. In Book 7 c. 133 an ever-memor- 
able account is given of the defiant outrage of which these royal 
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messengers were the victims in Sparta, and in Athens likewise. 
The historical merits of this account are not for the moment in 
question: the present problem is to explain the occurrence of 
this story in the seventh Book, out of its proper and obvious 
connexion, rather than in the sixth Book, under the annals of 
the year to which it chronologically and naturally belongs. 
What simpler explanation for this anomaly can be suggested 
than the hypothesis that the story had already been placed and 
utilized by the author in the records of the Great Invasion to 
explain the action of Xerxes (which, by the way, needed no such 
explanation) in omitting to send heralds to Athens and Sparta 
in 481 Bc.? If the whole story (cc. 133-7) were an insertion, 
made at the last revision of his work by the author, it is hard to 
see why it was inserted in the seventh Book rather than in the 
sixth. The absence of a forward reference in the sixth Book, 
which might certainly have been desirable, is yet easily intelligible: 
Herodotus may have taken his record in Book 6 to imply that 
heralds were sent to Sparta and Athens, as to other Greek states, 
though the only one expressly named is Aigina, and that for a 
reason immediately supplied by the context. A proleptic reference 
to the sequel of the mission, the story of the reception, Herodotus 
did not happen to insert, either in the first draft of the sixth 
Book or on revision. Such references are quite exceptional 
in his pages, and the wonder is rather that he gave one in the 
case of Alexander than that he omitted one in the case of the 
heralds. In Alexander's case, to be sure, an explanation for the 
omission of the pertinent story was demanded by the argument 
itself. But for the actual postposition of either story it is hard 
to see any reason, except that each story was already, so to speak, 
in type, in place, to wit, in what are now respectively the seventh 
and eighth Books. 

Other anomalies of the same kind, though more subtle in 
degree, are best explained by the same hypothesis. Why is 
there no adequate description of the forces of the whole empire, 
which Dareios led with him into Thrake and Skythia, except that 
the historian had already exhausted the subject, perhaps even 
exploited the available sources, in describing the Host of Xerxes ? 
So likewise the description of the Bridges of Xerxes in the 
seventh Book has rendered a description of the Bridges of Dareios 
in the fourth Book superfluous. If we would know the states 
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contributing to the Ionian fleet of Dareios on the Danube in 
512 B.c. we must turn back, so to speak, to the Navy-list of 
Xerxes in 480 B.c. Dareios sent many messages throughout 
his empire; he was undoubtedly the reorganiser, if not the 
inventor, of the Imperial postal system ; but it is only in the eighth 
Book (c. 98) that we read Herodotus’ account of the Persian 
courier service. It is not to be assumed that Herodotus has 
always and everywhere made the best possible use of his 
materials, or that accident had no part in shaping his results. 
Many trifling anomalies may be left unaccounted for, or at least 
refused independent weight in the argument; but the greater 
anomalies establishing a presumption, the lesser fall into line in 
support of that presumption, and the presumption is in part 
verified by insignificant details.’ 

So, finally, there is a class of cases, in themselves by no 
means conclusive, although, as it seems, they were the first to 
suggest the hypothesis of the priority in genesis, or composition, 
of the last three Books over their preceders in the final achieve- 
ment of the work. A number of persons are introduced in the 
seventh Book as though for the first time, partly by the terms 
in which they are described, and partly by the employment of 
the patronymic in connexion with their names. The use of the 
patronymic has more than one purpose with Herodotus. He 
undoubtedly employs it upon occasion to lend emphasis, to mark 
8 strong situation, to gain a rhetorical point, even as he may use 
a pedigree or a family name for the same purpose. In some 
cases recurrence of the patronymic may be due to the source 
from which name and father’s name have been taken over 
together, without set purpose or significance. But the whole 
object of such an employment would be lost if this use were not 
exceptional, or if the presence and absence of the patronymic 
were determined by purely casual motives. The rule undoubtedly 
holds that the patronymic is used in introducing the person, and 
then is dropped, unless occasion arise to distinguish two persons 
of the same name, who might be confused, or for some other 
special reason, as above indicated. If King Dareios is given his 


1 Adolph Bauer (Die Lntstchung in themselves in regard to the order of 
u.$.w.) presses a large number of details composition, though favourable to the 
into the service of the argument, which more or less independent composition, 
have here been discarded as inconclusive οἵ the various λόγοι. 
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patronymic in the opening words of Book 7, it is because there is 
here a new beginning, or a fresh departure. Demaratos might, 
perhaps, have had his father’s name, without remark; but why 
the details of his deposition and flight from Sparta if the seventh 
Book originally, as now, came after the sixth, in which details 
had just been given, making such a note quite unnecessary ? 
Mardonios, too, is described, not merely befathered, though we 
are, on that hypothesis, just come from an important passage on 
him in the sixth Book. The Peisistratidai make their appearance 
in terms which read strangely, considering what a space they 
have filled in the fifth and sixth Books; and the mention of 
Hipparchos as ‘the son of Peisistratos’ after Book 5 is itself less 
perplexing than the total omission in the seventh Book of any 
mention of Hippias and his end—if at least Book 7 originally 
succeeded Book 6 as a continuous record. Atossa and Artabanos, 
Xanthippos and Alexander, Kadmos and Sophanes might be 
names all occurring for the first time, as much as Themistokles 
and Aristeides, Artabazos and Artemisia, or any of the numberless 
personages proper to the story in these Books. The nett result 
of such observations is to accentuate the impression of separateness, 
distinction, independence, and priority claimed for these Books 
on other grounds.” | 

§ 9. The priority in genesis or composition here demanded 
for the last three Books of Herodotus involves the recognition of 
a redactive act, or series of acts, whereby these Books have been 
combined with the other six, to form the existing whole. Whether 
this literary fusion was achieved once for all, or resulted from 
more than one revision or process of readjustment, is a problem the 
solution of which depends partly upon the general theory of the 
genesis of the whole work, and partly upon the actual evidences, or 
marks, of revision, which may be detected, and with more or less 
probability chronologized, within the volume here immediately in 
view. The general priority of the last three Books over the first 
six is more easily established than the respective order in com- 
position of those six Books, or their constituent parts. The all 
but total absence in the last three Books of the notes of travel, 
specially towards the East and South, makes heavily for the 
original priority in the composition of this volume of the work. 


1 Contrast its absence in 1. 130. 
2 For the instances of the use of the Patronymic cp. Index IV. subd v. 
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Apparently when Herodotus first drafted the story of the Invasion 
of Hellas by Xerxes his Wanderjahre had hardly begun, his major 
journeys lay still before him, the Pontos, the West, Libya, Egypt, 
Syria, were still unvisited. The first relatively completed draft of 
the story of the Persian war was doubtless in the main calculated 
for an Athenian audience; its tentative publication perhaps 
brought our author the means and opportunity for those more 
extensive voyages, the results of which are conspicuous in the 
earlier Books, and more especially in the Skythian Logoi. There 
are two fairly well attested and convincing points dappui in the 
life and work of Herodotus—the voyage to the Pontos, and the 
voyage or migration to Italy, the clearest traces of which are to 
be found in the fourth Book; and these two points combine to 
serve the theory of composition and redaction here propounded. 
The association of the Skythian Logo with the expedition of 
Perikles into the Pontos in 443 B.c. is a thoroughly acceptable 
suggestion, whatever precise role may be assigned to Herodotus 
personally in connexion with that adventure.’ The association 
of his western migration, and consequent access to western 
sources, with the Periklean settlement of Thurioi in 443 B.c, is 
an ancient and long-established tradition in the biography of 
Herodotus. The first drafts of much of the Hellenic Zogot now 
preserved in the earlier Books, especially the histories of Athens, 
Sparta, Korinth, may well date from Herodotus’ first visit to the 
mainland of Hellas. The Skythian Zogoi cannot well be much 
earlier in date than his migration to the West, and were perhaps 
composed in the first instance for a western audience. Western 
sources flow freely in the fourth Book, and it is only by an over- 
sight that their presence in the first Book can be denied,’ while 
their effect in the third Book, notably in its last section, is a 
datum with which every theory of the genesis of the work has to 
reckon. If Herodotus was ever resident in Thurioi, it can hardly 
have been for long*; and no positive proof of a visit to Syracuse, 
or to Sicily, can be adduced; but, perhaps, enough time can be 


1 Cp. my Herodotus IV.-VI., Intro- The settlement was hardly a success 


duction, § 21 (vol. i. pp. xe ff.). from an Athenian point of view. The 
2 Cp. especially 1. 168, 165-7, also total silence of Herodotus in regard 
c. 94. to Thurioi makes it less easy to believe 


8 For the history of Thurioi cp. that he was actually one of the 
Busolt, Gr. Gesch. 111. i. (1897) 518-40. colonists. 
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allowed in his western adventure to make room for what may 
not inconveniently be termed a ‘Thurian redaction’ of his work. 
Though the last three Books nowhere suggest extensive travels, 
least of all in the East or South, yet a western deposit, pre- 
sumably due to his ‘Thurian’ migration, is incontestably present ; 
these Books have been revised in the interests of what we have 
ventured to call ‘the Thurian redaction.’’ It was this redaction 
which first gave the work its full scope, its great width, its pro- 
found unity; but it remains a difficult and delicate problem to 
determine how much of the work, as it now exists, was incorporated 
in this, its second and enlarged edition, so to speak. A revised 
story of the Invasion of Xerxes was there; the antecedents of 
the war were there; the earlier history of the Greek states, the 
earlier history of the Persian empire, the attempted conquest of 
Europe by Dareios, the Ionian revolt, the Marathonian campaign, 
perhaps all of these. It is easier to say, with confidence, what 
was not yet to be found in the work. The Lydian Zogoi were 
perhaps already involved with the ortgines of the Persian power ; 
but not the Libyan Zogoi, still less the Egyptian. The second 
Book of Herodotus contains (as I believe) the key to the position, 
and points to the right solution of the problems of composition, 
genesis, and redaction presented by the work. The higher 
criticism has tended recently to date the Egyptian visit of 
Herodotus, and consequently the composition of the second Book, 
relatively late, but not quite late enough. Let the visit to Egypt 
be placed after the western adventure, yes, if you will, on the 
way back from Italy to Athens, and the composition of the work 
of Herodotus falls into the better perspective.” The second 


1 The passage on Sicily, 7. 153-67, 
contains much which is drawn from local 
sources, notably, the story of Gelon’s 
rise, cc. 158-6; the story of Kadmos, 
cc. 163 £; the battle of Himera, cc. 
165-7. Just thereafter τὰ κατὰ Ῥηγίνους 
τε καὶ Ταραντίνους is an obvious addi- 
tion (and note Καμικόν, τὴν κατ᾽ ἐμὲ 
᾿Ακραγαντῖνοι ἐνέμοντο). Western sources 
may underlie the note on the European 
habitat of the lion, 7. 126, and the story 
of Evenios, 9. 93-95. 

2 Edward Meyer (Forschungen, 1. 
(1892) 155) has well seen that Hdt.'s 


visit to Egypt falls relatively late: he 
dates it ‘‘about 440 B.c.,” after the his- 
torian’s return from Thurioi to Athens. 
I should rather suggest that Hdt. visited 
Egypt (and then Tyre, cp. 2. 44) after 
leaving Thurioi but before returning to 
Athens (possibly taking Kyrene on 
the way, 2. 181). However that may 
be, the composition of the Egyptian 
Logot falls late in the genesis of Hdt.’s 
work. Bk. 2 was composed after Bk. 3, 
cp. 2. 38 and 3. 28 (for, if 3. 28 was not 
already in existence, why not include 
the σημήια in 2. 88 ἢ. Bk. 2 was com- 
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revision or enlargement of the plan of the work, ‘the Thurian 
redaction,’ was not final: a later handling, probably again in 
Athens, incorporated the Egyptian Zogot in the first section of 
the work, perhaps appended the Libyan JZogoi to the second, and 
to the third added at least those rarer touches which belong 
chronologically to the opening years of the Peloponnesian war, 
and which, in the case of the last three Books, are separated from 
the great mass of contemporary references by so considerable an 
interval. 

It is most important to realize that the general priority in the 
composition of the last three Books is a far simpler and more easily 
admitted conclusion than any view of the order and dates in the 
composition of the first six Books, or their constituent parts, and 
the precise times and places of the successive redactions by which 
such disparate elements were fused into a relatively continuous 
and complete whole. In regard to the last three Books, with 
which this Introduction specifically deals, the evidences of re- 
vision, even of successive revisions, can hardly be gainsaid. The 
gap in the references to contemporary events proves it. How is 
that gap to be explained if the whole sum and substance of the 
last three Books was being written down by the author in its 
present form about, or just after, the date of the three isolated 
references to ‘the Ten Years’ War’? Moreover, the signs of 
successive revision are apparent in the prevailing tone and point 
of view of the general narrative, as well as in the patent stratifica- 
tion of several distinct passages. The general tone and tendency 


between ‘Egyptian’ and ‘ Assyrian’ 
Logoi, the unfulfilled promises in regard 
to the latter (1. 106, 184) bring the 


posed after Bk. 1 (cp. 2. 100 with 1. 
185-7). Bk. 2 was composed after Bk. 
4 (2. 161, 4. 159). The fourth Bk. 


is of cardinal importance to the argu- 
ment, as the Skythian Logoi were plainly 
written, or written up, in the West, and 
western sources flow freely also in the 
Libyan Logoit, presumably composed 
afterwards: the analogies between the 
Egyptian and the Libyan Logot are 
strong. ‘ Western’ sources show them- 
selves in Bk. 2, notably in cc. 10 (the 
Echinades), 33 (the course of the 
Danube), 52, 55 (Hdt. in Dodona), per- 
haps in 6. 81 (Pythagorean orgies). 
Assuming an affinity, or similar interest, 


composition of the Egyptian Logoi down 
to the end of Hdt.’s literary labours. 
Bk. 2 is fatal to the unity and con- 
tinuity of the Herodotean composition : 
it is practically a separate treatise ; it 
could never have formed an original 
part of the continuous argument, or 
ground-plan of the work ; its insertion, 
as an afterthought, is to be justified as 
furnishing a balance, so far as mere bulk 
is concerned, to the Beginning of the 
work as against the Middle and the 
End, cp. § 6, p. xxxvii supra. 
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of the Books suggest a date for their composition before the 
middle of the fifth century, while the particular marks of revision 
point down as late as the Archidamian War. The great mass of 
references to events of the Pentekontaéeris belong, as already 
pointed out, to a date before the middle of the fifth century. To 
that period may be referred the original draft of the story of the 
war—a subject for which domestic and Asianic sources would be 
largely available, and which Herodotus might easily have pro- 
jected before leaving Halikarnassos, and executed, at least in part, 
without travelling further than Samos. The war, indeed, is 
already a matter of history; the chief agents in it are no more. 
Xerxes, Pausanias, Themistokles, Aristeides, are as dead as 
Leonidas and Mardonios. It is not so clear whether Alexander 
of Makedon was still alive when the first or second draft of the 
story was made: his successor is never mentioned, and the 
omission of all reference to the Odrysai among the Thrakians 
would be almost inexplicable if the passages on Thrake had been 
written after the rise of that tribe to supremacy. Herodotus 
must have found out before the completion even of the first draft 
of his story that, although he could get on fairly well with the 
account of naval operations, including Mykale, or even with the 
march of Xerxes as far as Thermopylai, perhaps as far as Athens, 
yet for his account of the preparations of the Greeks, for the 
campaign on land, for Thermopylai, above all for the story of 
Plataia, a journey to Athens, to Sparta, to Delphi, to Thebes, 
perhaps further afield, was desirable. It may be that a consider- 
able interval elapsed between the original composition of the 
earlier parts of the story and its first provisional completion, a 
labour perhaps accomplished before the death of Kimon, if not 
before the death of Alexander of Makedon. Athens is evidently 
growing in unpopularity: the rehabilitation of Argos is in pro- 
gress, that of Delphi is a fav accompli, but Thebes has hardly 
yet emerged from the cloud, and though the breach between 
Athens and Sparta has taken place, and the battle of Tanagra 
had been fought, the battle of Koroneia, with its momentous con- 
sequences, is still in the future. There are no true notes of a 
‘Periklean redaction’ of the Persian war-story in the last three 
Books of Herodotus. The son of Xanthippos is not so much as 
named; the Periklean disdain for the Eastern question would have 
been fatal to the Herodotean logography: Herodotus writes for'a 
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public that still regards the Barbarian as its chief enemy. The 
argument from silence, from omissions, must not be pressed; the 
subject and the sources will here account for so much; yet it is 
to be observed that the special notes of the Periklean policy, 
resumed from Themistokles, anti-Lakonism, ‘Medism, the 
Empire, are not found in these Books, or only found in some of 
those passages which have been inserted on revision, and furnish 
forth the cumulative proof of re-editing and redaction. 

The list of such particular passages is a lengthy one, especially 
for the seventh Book, and some show traces of more than one 
retractation. Such a passage is (1) the highly composite passage, 
which connects the first and second parts of Book 7, and especially 
ec. 133-137, characterized by the author himself as a digression, 
and bearing the marks of more than one revision. Such again 
are (2) the passage on the geography of Thessaly, 7. 128-130; 
(3) the digression on Argos, 7. 150-152; (4) the Sikeliote history, 
7. 153-167 ; (5) the notes on Doriskos, 7. 106; (6) the king’s 
high-way in Thrace, 7. 115; (7) the habitat of the lion, 7. 126; 
(8) the insertion (παρενθήκη) on Mikythos, or the war between 
Rhegion and the Tarentines, 7. 170; (9) the geographical notes on 
Thermopylai, 7. 176, and so forth. Moreover, many of the 
passages on Thessaly, on Athens, on Delphi have the appearance 
of insertions, or additions at second or third hand; eg. (10) the 
story of the expedition to Tempe, 7. 172, 173; (11) the oracle of 
the winds, 7. 178; (12) the defence of Athens, 7. 139. To 
these instances of addition, retractation, from the seventh Book, 
which might probably be increased, may be added some further 
ones from Books 8 and 9; (13) the deliverance of Delphi, 8. 
36—39; (14) the guardian of the Akropolis, 8. 41; (15) the 
Athenian exiles on the Akropolis, 8. 54, 55; (16) the oracle of 
Bakis, 8. 77 (perhaps other citations of the Boiotian seer should 
be added); (17) the Delphian column, 8. 82; (18) the appari- 
tion at Salamis, 8. 84 ad f.; (19) a variant story of the flight of 
Xerxes, 8. 118-120; (20) the siege of Poteidaia, 8. 126-129; 
(21) Mardonios and the Oracles, 8. 133-135; (22) the origin of 
the Makedonian monarchy, 8. 137-139. From the ninth Book 
may be added: (23) the story of Teisamenos, 9. 33-35; (24) the 
correct exegesis of an oracle, 9. 43; (25) the note on Dekeleia, 
9. 73; (26) the story of Evenios, 9. 93, 94. The great majority 
of these passages belong to the ‘second draft’; only definite 
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references to the Peloponnesian, ie. Archidamian war, can be 
admitted as additions at third hand, or on final revision. The list 
of insertions and additions in the second draft might probably be 
considerably enlarged, but a caveat may here be entered against 
gratuitous anachronisms, and the exaggerated suspicion of con- 
temporary reference. If any stratum in these Books belongs to 
the original draft, it is the series of passages in which Demaratos 
figures; and the remark put into his mouth with reference to the 
island of Kythera is no more a reflexion of the achievement of 
Nikias' in 424 B.c. than the phrases περιπλέειν Πελοπόννησον 
(7. 236) or ἅμα τῷ ἔαρι πειρᾶσθαι τῆς Ἰ]ἐλοποννήσουν (8. 113) 
are borrowed from the Athenian strategics of the Archidamian 
war; nor is it possible to bring down the final revision of these 
Books, and therewith the publication of the work as a whole, much 
below the date of the last clear reference to the events of that war. 

§ 10. General analyses and discussions on the Sources of 
Herodotus are disappointing and inconclusive; nor is the secret of 
this disappointment far to seek. The work is too large and 
complex, its parts are too diverse in character and origin, for 
generalizations, based upon the indiscriminate citation of verses, or 
evidential items from the whole work passim, to be convincing. 
A critique and evaluation of the Sources to be satisfactory must be 
conducted on such a scale as to be exhaustive. Moreover, the 
historical appreciation of the contents of the work, as attempted 
for example in the Appendices of the present edition, requires 
constant reference to the particular Sources of particular passages, 
and supersedes the attempt at a general and vaguer analysis. 
Yet, for particular Books, or groups of Herodotean Logoi, each 
with a predominant character of its own, something by way of a 
general account of the Sources may within reasonable compass be 
profitably achieved ; and this Introduction to the three last Books, 
which deal with the story of the Great Invasion, a story compris- 
ing but two or three years as its chronological condition, and a 
comparatively limited area for its geographical scenes, would be 
incomplete without some attempt to deal generally with the 
question of the Sources from which the narrative was derived. 
Those Sources can only have been of three kinds: (i.) aufopsis, or 
personal inspection ; (ii.) hearsay or tradition ; (111.) documentary 


1 Cp. Thucyd. 4. 58-57. ? Cp. further, Index IV. sud vv. Composition, Draft, ete. 
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or literary evidence. Even such a classification is apt to be 
fallacious, especially in connexion with the work of Herodotus. 
The line between a monument and an inscribed monument 18 
somewhat evanescent: the difference between a description based 
upon eyesight in the first degree and in the second is not always 
easy to detect ; the affidavits of the agent and of the agent’s family, 
or friends, are sometimes curiously stratified. Herodotus himself 
rarely draws clear distinctions between the specific categories of 
historical evidence. 

(i.) The precipitation of the element of autopsis, personal 
inspection, in the seventh, eighth and ninth Books of Herodotus 
involves, as in the case of every part of his work, the evidences 
of his own movements, travels and researches. Now, apart 
from the suggestions, or rather confirmation, of a voyage, or 
migration, to the west, you would hardly discover or even 
suspect from the contents of these Books that Herodotus had 
been a great traveller in his day. Nothing suggests the visit 
to Egypt, or the voyage in the Pontos. There is no hint of 
the writer’s having seen Susa or Babylon, though both are 
mentioned in these Books. The Kyrenaica is conspicuous by its 
absence. Even the scenes in Sardes, and on the route of Xerxes 
in lower Asia, show little or nothing that might not be put down 
to fairly vivid but secondary Sources. It would be pleasant to 
picture Herodotus tracing in person the route of Xerxes from the 
still unidentified Kritalla to Sardes, or even from Sardes to the 
Hellespont, and there would be no great extravagance in the 
supposition, at least so far as relates to the latter stage; but it is 
just here that we find it especially difficult to detect Herodotus in 
person. At some time or other Herodotus beheld Abydos, but 
apparently not before he had drafted his account of the march of 
Xerxes. It 1s much easier to carry, or to follow, Herodotus by 
sea than by land from his native Halikarnassos round the 
Aigaian world; and, except in the Hellenic peninsula and in 
the valley of the Nile, he scarcely penetrates inland. These 
Books may be taken to show, or to suggest, autopsy for 
Samos,' Athens,” Sparta,® Delphi,‘ Thebes,» and perhaps also 


1 e.g. in the Army and Navy Lists,in Sources; cp. 7. 189, 8. 84, 9. 73, etc. 
the story of Mykale, etc. Cp. 8. 85. 3 Cp. 7. 137, 224, 226, 227, etc. , 
2 The precision of the Attic topo- 4 8. 35, 82; 9. 81. 
graphy, and the copiousness of Attic 5 8, 136. 
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Tegea,' Argos,? and other places in Greece proper. The proof 
that Herodotus visited Plataia, or the battle-field, before drafting 
his account of the battle is not convincing; but, as he certainly 
saw Thebes at some period of his career,* he probably saw Plataia, 
and wrote, or revised, the story of the campaign, with the advan- 
tage of a tardy visit to the scene, though without a clear or full 
perception of the strategic and tactical problems involved in his 
own narrative.* The gross blunder in the orientation of Ther- 
mopylai makes it very difficult to believe that Herodotus had 
studied that story of Spartan heroism an Ort und Stelle, even 
though points in the narrative, or topography, are extremely 
graphic.© The description of Thessaly, as seen from the neigh- 
bourhood of Tempe, has suggested to more than one reader the 
idea that Herodotus convoyed Xerxes from Therme to Tempe, 
because he had performed the voyage himself, and the passage 
has ‘notes’ of autopsis about it besides its graphic force.° 
If so, Herodotus’ problematic visit might be connected with 
his traditional residence at the Makedonian court; but the 
alleged residence at the Makedonian court is itself prob- 
ably only an inference from the evidence afforded by the 
work, particularly in the eighth and ninth Books, of an 
admiration for Alexander, a special interest in his achievements.’ 
Athens, Delphi, Olympia, all might have supplied evidences and 
sources sufficient to account for the colour and warmth of 
Herodotus’ notices of the Makedonian monarch. There are 
many vivid touches in the Makedonian and in the Thrakian 
geography of these Books*®; but lists of cities and tribes were to 
be had for the asking, and there was no district better known in 
Athens than the tributary Thrakian region. The older geography 
of Hekataios was especially bright and copious in the north 
Aigaian. A serious blunder in regard to Chalkidike ® undoes the 
impression made by the descriptions of the canal, of Poteidaia, of 
the neighbourhood of Therme; and the too graphic touch on the 


19. 70. But the term ἀξιοθέητος can- are ostensibly cited, 7. 73, 8. 138; 


not be pressed ; cp. 9. 25, 109. ‘ Poteidaian,’ 8. 129. 
27. 148. 3 Cp. 5. 59. 8 eg. 7. 115 τὴν δὲ ὁδὸν ταύτην, τῇ 
4 Cp. Appendix VIII. 8 3. βασιλεὺς Ξέρξης τὸν στρατὸν ἤλασε, οὔτε 
> 7. 176. 6 7, 128, 129. σνγχέουσι Θρήικες οὔτ᾽ ἐπισπείρουσι σέ- 


* Snidas: τινὲς δὲ ἐν Πέλλῃ αὐτὸν βονταί τε μεγάλως τὸ μέχρι ἐμεῦ. 
τελευτῆσαί φασιν. ‘Makedonian’ sources 9 7, 22, 122 (with notes ad il.). 
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European habitat of the lion shows that Herodotus can be vivid 
and precise at second hand.’ If Herodotus had personal know- 
ledge of ‘Thrake, it is most natural to connect his Thrakian 
experiences with his visit to the Pontos, and not unreasonable to 
date that voyage later than the first draft of these Books, a view 
which harmonizes well with the non-appearance of the Odrysai 
in this volume.? But, however the vision of ‘Thrake’ be dated, 
it is rash to infer that the geography of the region is in the main 
based on personal observation, rather than on the copious Sources, 
of various kinds, available for the purpose. 

(ii) Apart from the advantage to his geographical and 
topographical data, and the vivifying effect on a narrative of 
events due to acquaintance with the scenes of action, the vast 
gain to Herodotus from his travels in the Greek world arose 
from the numerous opportunities afforded him of contact and 
conversation with men of various tribes and cities who had 
taken part in the war, upon the one side or the other. Besides 
what the actors themselves still had to say, there were doubtless 
strong local traditions in various places, and among the rising 
generation, in respect to the parts played by the various cities 
and powers of Greece throughout the great struggle. It would 
no doubt have been possible, in the time of Herodotus, to 
compile a history of the war purely based upon oral traditions, 
and to have gathered those traditions largely on the Asianic 
main. Such a history might have borne a marked resemblance, 
in ensemble and in details, to the actual work of Herodotus in 
this part. There is no equal section of his history where the 
terminology of oral tradition is so strong and patent, or where, 
failing exact and decisive terms, the general indications and 
conditions point so clearly as in the three last Books to the 
living voice as the main source of the writer's knowledge. 
Over and above such cases the catalogue of passages based on 
oral tradition may fairly be enlarged by referring thereto 
every story, or paragraph, for which a scriptural source is not 
distinctly preferable. It is a curious fact that Herodotus has 
explicitly named as an informant, and for a comparatively 
trivial occasion, but one person, that one happily contemporary 
with the war.’ As little as one such reference can represent 


17. 126. 2 Cp. 4. 92. > Thersander, 9. 16. 
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the contact of Herodotus with the men who had actually taken 
part in the war, so little perhaps do the explicit notes of oral 
information represent the actual mass of materials due to this 
source in the pages of Herodotus. Waiving the terms, which 
are ambiguous (λόγος, λέγεται, λέγουσι, φασί κτλ.), and used 
indifferently of oral and of written information,’ though per- 
haps in these Books more generally of oral than of written 
information, there are not much more than ten or twelve 
passages in which unambiguous or explicit reference is 
made to an oral source (ἀκοή). Six times the express use of 
the term for hearing (ἀκούειν) guarantees the presence of first- 
hand oral information®; four times the hardly less explicit term 
φάτις is used, though with a less direct personal assurance.’ If 
the term πυνθάνομαι can be thrown into the same scale, the 
total of such references may amount to the baker’s dozen.‘ For 
the most part, be it observed, the passages so marked record 
comparatively trifling circumstances to which Herodotus attaches 
little importance. The chief exception is signalized not by the 
terms employed, but by the express nomination of his informant. 
We dare not infer from this paucity of reference that Herodotus 
had documentary or written authority for all the rest. The 
nature of the case, the character of the story in itself, Herodotus’ 
own date and the evidences of his travels, all go to prove page 
after page of these Books the first literary redaction of the 
living voices of men. The Halikarnassian speaks in the exploits 
of Artemisia,’ the story of Hermotimos,® the service and reward 


1 Cp. my Hat. JV.-VI., Introduction, 
§ 20 (i pp. lxxv ff.). The point can be 
easily proved again from Bks 7-9. 
Thus (i.) λόγος, λέγειν, etc., are used freely 
of Hdt.’s own work, e.g. 7. 152 (λέγειν 
χὰ Ἀεγόμενα), 7. 218 (ἐν τοῖσι ὄπισθε 
λόγοισι σημανέω), eto. ; (ii.) used of other 
literary authority, e.g. 7. 95 (Ἑλλήνων 
λόγοι), cp. 7. 20, 189, 191, 198; 8. 55; 
9. 26, etc. (iii.) Such phrases as the 
following are conclusive: 7, 228 ἐπιγέ- 
ραπται γράμματα λέγοντα τάδε. 8. 22 
τὰ δὲ γράμματα τάδε ἔλεγε. 8. 136 
ἐπιλεξάμενος ὅ τι δὴ λέγοντα ἣν τὰ 
χρηστήρια, etc. 

3.7, 85 (branding the Hellespont), 
7. 55 (the King’s crossing last), 9. 16 


(Thersander), 9. 84 (burial of Mardonios), 
9. 85 (Aiginetan kenotaph), 9. 95 
(paternity of Deiphonos). 

3 7. 8 (of Demaratos), 7. 198 (Athenian 
invocation of Boreas), 8. 94 (Athenian 
scandal against Korinthians), 9. 94 (an 
Ephesian buried Mardonios). 

4 7. 114 (cruelty of Amastris in her old 
age), 7. 166 (disappearance of Amilkar), 
8. 35, 38 (the Delphic miracle), 9. 85 
(the kenotaphs at Plataia), 7. 224 
(names of the Three Hundred Spartans) 
must surely go back to an inscription. 
7. 288 (anecdote of Gorgo) is probably 
spurious. 

5 7. 99, 8. 87, etc. 

6 8, 104-106. 
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of Xeinagoras.’ Incidents of the battle of Salamis, the campaign 
of Mykale, and more besides, come from the lips of Samians.’ 
Athenian or phil-Athenian report, and apparently still unwritten 
report, dominates the records of Artemision, of the battle of 
Plataia, and other considerable portions of the narrative® It 
was in Sparta, or at least from Spartans, that Herodotus heard 
many incidents connected with Thermopylai, and with the battle- 
field of Plataia.* Delphic sources, not written, though sometimes 
connected with monuments and inscribed objects, flow freely, and 
partly to the confusion of truth and consistency in the historian’s 
work.° Boiotians are not silent®; Argives,’ Korinthians,® and 
Thessalians® are to be heard; ‘Thrakians, that is Greeks of 
Thrake, may have spoken with Herodotus, at Athens for example, 
even if he had not visited Thrake when he first wrote down its 
geography.’ Western witnesses are cited in a way that suggests, 
bearing all the circumstances in mind, a personal rapport.” For 
the copious insertions of contemporary events, the contribution 
of Herodotus to the Pentekontaéteris, it stands to reason that his 
source is Hearsay, or what might count as such.” The mass 
of materials thus recognized is immense, and gives this volume 
of the work a specific character.'* Moreover, behind the living 
voice we here and there catch an echo of the traditions in the 
making." 

(111.) But the mass of materials thus recognized, though 
immense, is not quite exhaustive, and of a surety the amount of 
information, even in the last three Books of his work, which 


1 9, 107. 
2 8. 85, 180 ; 9. 90 ff. 


3 7. 140-144; 8. 8, 4, 10, 11, ete.; 9.° 


21, 26-7, 44-6, etc. Cp. Appendix 
VIII. § 3. 

* 7. 137, 224, 226, 227, 230, 232; 9. 
71, 72. 

5 7. 178, 220; 8. 35-9, 121-2. 
6. 8. 186: 9. 16. 
77. 148-50, 152. 
8. 8. 94. 
® 7. 129, 188. 

7. 57-9, 108-27 ; 9. 120. 

1 7, 158, 165, 166. : 

12 Cp. p. xlv f. supra. 

18 When Hat. cites ‘Persians’ 7. 12, 
‘Medes’ 7. 62, ‘ Phoenicians’ 7. 89, 


168, ‘Phrygians’ 7. 26, ‘Kyprians’ 
7. 90, ‘Carthaginians’ 7. 167, he need 
not be understood to have visited those 
peoples, or even to be drawing from per- 
sonal interviews anywhere. Probably 
in all cases except the last named he is 
drawing on literary sources; in that 
case, he may be reporting hearsay. So 
too with the Kretans, 7. 171. 

4 The message of Demaratos, 7. 239 
(if genuine); the King’s envoy in Argos, 
7. 150 (if true) ; the report of the spies, 
7. 146-7; the communications of Alex- 
ander, 7. 173, etc. ; the examination of 
prisoners, 7. 195; the first version of 
the story of Thermopylai (an Athenian), 
8. 21, etc. etc. 
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Herodotus has drawn from literary sources, from documents and 
authorities of one kind or another, other than the living voice of 
the actors and spectators of the great war, has been greatly 
under-estimated by many recent critics. There is a great deal 
of substance in the last three Books of Herodotus besides the 
bare story of the war, and belonging to other departments 
where learned or poetic pens had long been busy. A deal of 
matter in these Books, notably in the Army and Navy Lists, 
was ancient history to Herodotus himself: legends, myths, 
traditions of migrations, colonization, settlements, foundations, 
which had all received treatment from poets and logographers, 
whose works Herodotus is innocently exploiting as a matter 
of course. Herodotus was not the first man to commit to 
writing tbe Achaimenid pedigree, or the genealogies of the 
royal houses of Sparta and of Pella.) His geography and 
ethnography he had neither to discover for himself, nor to take 
simply on hearsay: there was a considerable geographical literature 
in existence, and a good deal of his material he found ready to 
hand in the works of Hekataios, and perhaps of others. But it 
may be thought that such matters, though not inconsiderable, 
only bear remotely, if at all, on the story of the war. There 
were documents of various kinds in existence concerning the 
war: the war had already, and almost immediately, created a 
literature of its own. Some critics write, or speak, as though it 
were much to the credit of Herodotus to have neglected all 
that, and begun de novo, as though to glean the oral tradition and 
ignore the written word were a special merit in the historian. 
Strange aberration! We should feel more complete confidence 
in Herodotus could we be assured that he had made a systematic 
study of all that had already been written about the war, and 
had examined all available documents dating from the war period 
itself. It is all to his credit if, scanty as are the materials 
for comparison, and slight as are the hints afforded by his own 
methods and result, we can yet perceive that he did not wholly 
ignore what others had done before him, or disdain the monu- 
ments of the war, the history whereof he undertook to write. 
Any one can see that Herodotus must have had access to 
written collections of Oracles, as well Delphic as less august 
vaticinations, but there the recognition of written sources 


1 Musaios, 7. 6 (8. 96), 9. 43; Bakis, 8. 20, 77, 96; 9. 43; Lysistratos, 
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fiction.' The discussion in the council of war at Andros,” like 
the discussion in the council of war at Samos,* both reported 
in obligue oration, contain at least veritable points of dispute, 
doubtless at issue and debated on the occasion; but the 
larger set speeches, of Alexander, the Spartans, the Athenians, 
on the question of an Athenian union with the Persian, are quite 
unacceptable in their actual form.* More plausible are the 
speeches, briefly reported, in Lakedaimon soon afterwards*; but 
the great orations of the Tegeatai and Athenians on the battle- 
field of Plataia, whatever the historical incident that lurks hid 
in the situation, are plainly out of place and time® To what 
category must the short oration of the Korkyraians before Xerxes 
be assigned which is reported ipsissimis verbis albeit ex hypothest 
never delivered?‘ To the same category as the message of 
Themistokles to Xerxes, addressed by the lips of a messenger 
warranted to keep silence in regard to his trust even in the 
extremity of torture!® Many speeches, reported by Herodotus, 
are reducible to messages on the battle-field, or diplomatic pour- 
parlers, where the substance is plainly or plausibly historical, and 
the form is comparatively unimportant; others dwindle to the 
dimensions and purpose of bons mots (ἔπη εὖ εἰρημένα), with an 
immortal right to exist, whatever their unauthenticity ! ° 
Doubtless for the contents of many of the speeches reproduced 
in his pages Herodotus had what he believed to be sufficient 
justification in the reports or traditions that had reached him 
orally, or in writing. In other cases, doubtless, he has more or 
less consciously followed the principle formulated by Thucydides, 
to ‘put into the mouth of each speaker the sentiments (and 
ideas) proper to the occasion.’ This principle is, however, one 
no longer consistent with the practice of the historical muse: 
it marks a method which even the most rhetorical historiography 
of our days will not adopt, despite the examples of Herodotus 
and Thucydides, of Livy and Tacitus. It is a method confined 
in our literature to the historical novelist, so called. In some 
of the cases above cited it is employed by Herodotus with a 
freedom which astonishes us even in the pages of an ancient 
author; and such action makes it very difficult for us to suppose 


1 8, 79, 80. 2 8. 108. 3 9. 106. 4 8. 140-4. 5 9, 7-11. 
6 9, 26-7. 7 7. 168. 8. 8. 110. 9. Cp. p. lxix note 3 supra. . 
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that this liberty of creation, or of report, was confined to words, 
and debarred from events and conduct, or that where speeches 
are transparent fiction narrative is all hard fact. 

(ii.) One matter of fact, into which fiction has certainly made 
way, consists in the numbering of the forces of Xerxes. The 
full results are, indeed, presented by Herodotus, not as bare facts 
traditionally or authoritatively guaranteed, but in part at least as 
products of argument and computation: the data are themselves 
manifestly unsound, and the initial mistake naturally generates 
a self-multiplying aberration.’ The final result is a miscalculation 
rather than a fable, and attaints the author's judgement rather 
than the character of his Sources. Yet there was plainly that 
in his Sources to start him upon this road to ruin; and the 
instance shows at once the licence of his Greek authorities, and 
the inability of Herodotus to control or to amend it. One 
hundred and seventy myriads of fighting men is the total which 
Herodotus accepts at starting as the figure for the infantry of 
Xerxes massed and numbered at Doriskos, with eighty thousand 
added for the cavalry.” Such forces the Persian king might 
conceivably have levied from his vast empire; but such forces he 
could not have taken with him into Greece, nor supported had 
he taken them thither. The figure is, however, only an estimate, 
based upon an incredible anecdote, and not a total reached by 
a summation of various items for the various component parts 
of the army. Herodotus, indeed, is not content with the given 
figures; but, far from seeking to diminish them, he is shortly 
attempting to increase them, and succeeds, to his own satisfaction, 
in raising the total of the king’s forces by land to upwards of 
two million fighting men. The numbers for the fleet are not 
perhaps so extravagant, though a total of upwards of half a 
million men at arms is a manifest exaggeration. Misjudgement 
and absurdity reach a climax in the proposal to double the figures 
throughout in order to make allowance for attendants and 
followers, raising the total of the men led by Xerxes as far as 
Thermopylai and the Thessalian shore to upwards of five millions 
and a quarter. This passage is of the utmost importance for a 
just estimate of Herodotus’ competence as a military historian. 
His figures and his computation set conditions of time and space 





1 7. 184-7 ; cp. Appendix IT. § 5. 27. 60. 
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at defiance: the initial device, by which the total for the infantry 
was obtained at Doriskos, is itself an absurdity. If other figures 
for fleets and forces on both sides are more moderate and sane, 
that cannot expunge the deliberate and express misjudgement 
to which Herodotus is committed in this instance. The total of 
the Persian fleet (raised by the European contingent to 1327 
vessels) Herodotus reduces by storms and captures before 
Salamis to about 600 vessels; but he supposes these losses to 
have been fully compensated by the contingents of Karystos, 
Andros, Tenos, and other Nesiotes: a manifest absurdity.’ 
Such arithmetical irresponsibility, in the face of physical and 
historical conditions, is not to be condoned: by the observation 
that the motives of exaggeration in both directions are transparent 
enough. The defect of science here is a defect of art likewise, 
and almost of common sense. Ars est celare artem. It may be 
questioned whether any one has ever taken these figures and 
computations for truth except Herodotus himself. The deliberate 
effort to make the most of the hosts of Xerxes has drawn 
attention to the physical conditions and the recorded facts of the 
case, which alike disprove the historian’s reckoning. There are 
no two pages in the whole work of Herodotus more fatal to his 
claims as a sober historian than the pages devoted to these 
systematic and elaborate computations. Herodotus is dealing 
seriously from first to last in this business; it is not an 
exaggerated jest nor an ironical satire: that is the worst of it! 
Solvuntur risu tabulae! The thing is ridiculous, and neither 
‘the rivers that failed,’? nor the surpassing stature and beauty 
of Xerxes,® invented apparently ad hoc, can save Herodotus from 
bankruptcy on this account. 

(iii.) Naturally computation is not the only particular in 
which Herodotus breaks down as an historian of military affairs. 
Passing over here his description of the arms and accoutrements 
of the vast host, his account of its march with the king at ite 
head leaves much to be desired, even on his own showing. 
Despite {ts colossal size, the host remained, if we are to credit 
Herodotus, a chaotic mob, until it reached Doriskos.‘ Again, 


1 8, 66. 8 ibid. κἀλλεός τε εἵνεκα καὶ μεγάθεος 
27, 187 ὥστε οὐδέν μοι θῶμα παρί- οὐδεὶς αὐτῶν ἀξιονικότερος ἣν αὐτοῦ Ξέρξεω 
σταται προδοῦναι τὰ ῥέεθρα τῶν ποταμῶν ἔχειν τοῦτο τὸ κράτος. 
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though we may detect in his records evidence that the army was 
organized in three corps or columns, and advanced in that order, 
it is evidence of which he himself seems unconscious, and the 
arrangement is only predicated by him of one short stage on the 
route.’ Again, although in one place he indicates that the 
Persian strategy treated, so long as possible, fleet and army 
as indissoluble,? he shows practically no consciousness of this 
clue in his own narrative of the two campaigns, but treats the 
movements of the fleets and armies, on both sides, as wholly 
independent, though accidentally synchronous, series of operations; 
and while he has incidentally enabled us to relate the battles 
of Thermopylai and Artemision to each other, he has left the 
relations of the movements of the Greek fleet in 479 B.c. to the 
operations on land, a matter of pure speculation. His accounts 
of individual battles break up for the most part into successions 
of disconnected episodes. His diary of the fighting in front of 
Plataia must be pronounced on the whole his chef dauvre in 
this kind; yet it is replete with obscurities and improbabilities, 
and indicates very little conception, on the writer’s part, or that 
of his informants, of the strategic and tactical conditions involved. 
It may be that materials for an adequate and reasoned record of 
the Persian war hardly existed in the time of Herodotus, or that, 
for all his merits and goodwill, he was not just the right man to 
collect and to digest them; but neither plea alters the actual 
quality of the narrative in question. The best that can be said 
of his military essays is that they preserve an outline of events, 
which might otherwise have been wanting, and contain scattered 
hints showing the actual war to have been conducted on intel- 
ligible and intelligent principles. These hints justify the endless 
attempts on the part of Herodotus’ followers and commentators 
to reconstruct with more or less success the probable plans of the 
two belligerents, and the actual contour of the various operations 
by sea and by land, in the course of the Persian war. 

(iv.) Conditions and limitations, which precluded success in 
the attempt to give a true history of the war, have not enabled 
Herodotus to present an adequate or accurate version of the 
policies of the states or statesmen whose acts and advices he had 
to record. Policy is a less technical concern than strategy and 
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tactics; yet states fare little better in the pages of Herodotus 
than fleets and armies. It is hardly to be reckoned a serious 
fault if he represents the policy of Persia as ultimately dependent 
on ἃ despot’s caprice; yet his own pages teem with proofs of 
the inevitable character of the Persian war.' Neither the action 
nor the inaction of Sparta is traced to any clear motives, or 
objects of policy, in these Books; and, as it happens, an im- 
portant development of Spartan policy in relation to Athens and 
the Persian question is reported, in the sixth Book, in terms 
which reduce the account to a mere anecdote; yet among all 
Greek states the policy of Sparta is at all times the most easily 
explained.? The conduct of Athens is throughout represented in 
the heroic terms accepted from the Attic or philo-Athenian 
sources ὃ ; the material and political interests which Athens had 
at stake, and in especial the definite object to resist a tyrannic 
restoration under Persian auspices, is barely indicated, or but 
unconsciously suggested. The policy of the Medizing states is, 
perhaps, more successfully adumbrated than ‘the policy of those 
who chose the better part’ ‘*: the divisions of Thessaly,° the feud of 
Phokis,° the anti-Atticism of Thebes,’ the anti-Lakonism of Argos,® 
are verae causae, most clearly expressed in the cases of Phokis and 
of Argos. Over the political attitudes and sympathies of Makedon 
and of Delphi a glamour had been thrown, we cannot but suspect, 
in the light of later events and interests, which Herodotus has 
accepted somewhat too credulously at its own valuation. Yet 
on the whole the political motives of the various states named are 
historical problems not difficult of solution in and from his records, 
although the truth in regard to the political action of Delphi and 
of Makedon in particular may never be quite clearly recovered. 
It is in dealing with the behaviour and motives of individuals that 
his sympathies, or his sources, betray Herodotus into something - 
like superficial injustice. The attitude and action of Alexander 


1 Cp. Appendix 11. 8 2. 

2 Cp. Appendix IIT. § 3. 

3 Cp. especially 7. 139, and Appendix 
IIT. § 4. 

4 οἱ τὰ ἀμείνω φρονέοντες, cp. 7. 145, 
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of Makedon have been reported probably from sources deeply 
coloured by the political results of the Persian war. The record 
of Themistokles does little justice to the political objects and 
abilities, or even the patriotism, of that statesman, and Herodotus 
has failed—has not attempted—to get behind the traditions and 
anecdotes which dated from his fall, or were the outcome of the 
hostilities that helped to fell him. The political action of Gelon 
in relation to the Persian and national question has been obscured 
in the Herodotean record by the general Hellenic antipathy to 
‘tyrants, though fortunately in this case later and local know- 
ledge has led Herodotus to supplement the general tradition, 
current in Athens or Sparta, with a special variant, which proves 
at once good history and good politics, more than justifying the 
non-appearance of Gelon at Salamis, justifying also the doubt 
whether his co-operation was ever invited at all. The character 
of Xerxes, as a politician, has been reduced, in the conflicting 
tradition preserved by Herodotus, to that of a paradoxical puppet, 
partly swayed by supernatural interventions and agencies driving 
him on to his doom, partly led by evil councillors more astute 
and ambitious than himself, partly the creature of his own 
capricious and ungovernable passions. That there was no real 
precedent for such a portrait it would be rash to affirm; but it 
is safe to say that the particular motives assigned for many of 
the King’s undertakings and actions are unduly prejudiced, and 
that where good reasons were forthcoming, Herodotus did ill so 
often to prefer the worse reason for the conduct of Xerxes.’ 

(v.) It is, in short, not unfair to say that Herodotus was 
primarily neither a military nor a political historian, and does 
not always show to advantage beside a Thucydides, a Polybios, 
a Caesar, or even a Tacitus. Herodotus prefers the concrete to 
the abstract, the particular to the universal, the anecdote, the 
episode, the bon mot, the gnome, to the reasoned description of 
mnilitary movements, or the conscious rationale of political events. 
Even his record of the second Persian war, much the most closely 
connected and best sustained achievement in his logography, teems 
with sportive items.” Such things are not history, though they 
may be, if rightly authenticated, a part of the materials out of 
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which history is to be made, or at least to be made agreeable. 
In a sense, indeed, they are better than history, they are mostly 
too good to be true; but in general they are at once either too 
artful or too artless to rank as good historical evidences. In 
the one case they betray the moral, and in the other case the 
malignity, which has been at the making of them; or at best 
they drop out of serious account as pure sports of the humorist, 
or raconteur. 

(vi.) Again, the record of the Persian war as told by Herodotus 
suffers detriment, from the strictly historical point of view, by 
the too ready admission of the marvellous, the miraculous, the 
special intervention of ‘the other world,’ in one shape or another. 
To justify Herodotus from this charge, in a certain sense, 18 easy 
enough. Granted that Xerxes was not hounded on by divinely 
ordered dreams and apparitions to carry out the pre-ordained 
purpose of Heaven in the invasion of Greece’: granted that the 
deliverance of Delphi was unaccompanied by special apparitions 
and miracles*: waiving the reported interventions, omens, portents, 
that cluster round Salamis and its story*: rationalizing the 
telepathic Phemé at Mykale, and its reputed synchronism with 
the victory of Plataia‘: yet still, it may be said, Herodotus had 
failed for all time to represent a notable and perfectly historical 
feature in the traditions of the war, aye, in the souls of the 
victors themselves, had he omitted to reproduce these irrational 
elements in the story as it reached him from the age of faith. 
These elements are features in the story, because such elements, 
the same in kind if not in amount and prominence, were factors 
in the life of Greece in the fifth century. Oracles, dreams, 
portents, with their interpretation, counted for something, not 
insignificant, in the actions of living men and women, and in the 
policy of states, in a pre-metaphysical age. And what fault could 
be found with Herodotus if he but reported the cases where the 
oracle was appealed, and helped to determine action, or failed to 
do so, as might be; if he but recorded marvels, or supposed 
marvels, or any other ‘religious’ excuse, as actual motives of 
action, and even of policy? The suspicion is unavoidable 
that, strong as was the belief in the direct intervention of 
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gods and heroes in human affairs, important as was the réle 
played by oracles, divination, the interpretation of portents, 
dreams, and so forth, in real life, yet all these things never- 
theless played less part in men’s actions and fortune than 
the logography of Herodotus would lead us to suppose. The 
charge is rather that, owing to an idiosyncrasy, a personal 
penchant for such things, he has given them an undue prominence 
in his narrative to the exclusion of more genuinely historical 
elements; he has preferred a ‘supranaturalistic’ story, or version 
of a story, to a more natural one; he has transfused his whole 
conception and representation of the course of affairs so as to 
bring it into agreement with a somewhat thin and antiquated 
view of the action of the ‘God in History’; and, both in what 
he inserts and in what he omits, in the form he has given to his 
materials, or the forms he has accepted and preferred, the bold 
miracle has too often taken the place of the better reason.’ It 
may be some compensation to us that by this very miscarriage 
and shortcoming Herodotus all the more fully represents the 
popular mind of his age and people, and so becomes, in a fresh 
application, historical in our eyes; but this consolation is tanta- 
mount to admitting that, in the first instance, he presents to 
us an imperfectly historical mind, and represents an imperfectly 
historical age, or rather the less instructed side of an age, which 
was already in all its leading minds essentially scientific. 

(vi) Of the worst charge against the good faith of an 
historian Herodotus stands acquitted: personal bias, personal 
ill-will, should never have been alleged against him. As 
formulated in the pages of Plutarch’s tract de Malignitate Herodots 
this charge, a monument of critical incompetence, collapses upon 
the Boiotian critic's own pate. A good deal of malignity is, 
indeed, preserved in the pages of Herodotus, but it is there as 
evidence, for the most part, of the surpassing candour and 
simplicity of the writer's own mind. Kretans were not the 
only liars in Greece: Greeks all told stories at each other's 
expense, Athens to the discredit of Sparta, of Korinth, of Thebes, 
each of which doubtless returned the compliment with interest : 
oligarch maligned democrat, and democrat maligned oligarch, and 
both united to blacken the tyrant’s fame: feuds of clan with clan, 
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and rivalries of man with man, gave constant vogue to the worse 
report and the worse interpretation of each other’s actions. It was 
a part of the price paid by the Greeks for their enfranchisement.’ 
All this carnival of calumny is reflected in the pages of Herodotus, 
thanks to his direct reproduction of the local version, the partisan 
story, the rival’s anecdote, the apologist’s retort. But there is 
little or no malice in his own private judgements, nor is a malign 
spirit consistent with the general tone of his work. That 
Herodotus betrays no political or personal preferences it would 
be too much to assert: such a miracle of impartiality would be 
more or less than man and than Herodotus; but he errs by 
excess rather than by defect of admiration. His two worst 
offences in this connexion are to have taken too easily the 
current Athenian transfiguration of Athens, and the current 
Athenian denigrations of Themistokles. For the rest, Herodotus 
preserves somewhat more than a benevolent neutrality. Who 
can say that he does less than justice to Lakedaimon, if he 
reproduces too faithfully one Athenian jibe at Sparta’s honour ? * 
Or to Korinth, if he reports the Athenian scandal, with the 
universally received démenti in immediate juxtaposition ?* Or to 
Argos, for whose conduct he apologizes with, perhaps, half an 
eye to “the Attic question” ?* Or to Thebes, whose medism was 
past whitewashing, even though the account of the Thebans at 
Thermopylai is one of the weakest spots in the historian’s armour ? ὃ 
Yet there is little or nothing in all this, and in the lesser cases 
which might be cited, to convict Herodotus in his own person 
of ill-will to any man or state in Hellas.° That he does no 
injustice to the Barbarian has often enough been pointed out’: 
that not even Plutarch’s captious tract alleged against him. 

(vili.) Herodotus’ own reflexions are seldom profound, and 
never ill-natured.° His very empiricism refutes the charge of 
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ill-will! His method of letting people tell their own story, 
instead of rationalizing or reducing all his conflicting materials to 
a self-consistent précis, enables his readers to compare one account 
with another for themselves, and to correct at times the version 
preferred by the historian in the light of one reported on principle. 
Not indeed that Herodotus quite fulfils his own formula. He 
has not been at sufficient pains always to collect information from 
every source legitimately concerned. It is certainly strange, and 
a little unfortunate, that the campaign of Plataia should be so 
largely drawn from Athenian tradition, and throughout Herodotus 
is too much at the mercy of his Athenian authorities. Yet even 
here the very transparency of the medium supplies its own cor- 
rective, and the absence of conscious or deliberate special pleading 
on the historian’s part enables his readers to improve on his 
position. This observation holds good even of the stories of the 
nautical and military operations: we may venture to rationalize 
them just because the historian has done little or nothing himself 
in that direction. If, on the whole or in parts, we claim to 
understand the course of events better than our best authority, it 
is not so much that we correct and supplement his record largely 
from other sources, but rather that his record so largely supplies 
its own corrective, in the conflict of evidences reported, and the 
manifest animus of much reproduced bona fide by the reporter. 
Such reconstruction can be but hypothetical, and of course de- 
pends for its acceptance upon appeal to still verifiable facts in 
the physical conditions, and in the nature of man; but it is 
not thereby discredited as illegitimate, and its verisimilitude is 
due, in the last resort, to the simple good faith of the first report. 

(ix.) The naiveté of Herodotus must not, however, be ex- 
agperated ; the presence of a critical and a rationalistic tendency 
in his work cannot be denied. He has himself exercised to 
some extent a judgement, if not in the selection, at least in the 
evaluation of his sources, rejecting stories as untrue, or improbable, 
which he still thinks it his duty to report, entering his own 
opinion and verdict in some disputed cases formally for what it 
is worth, and incidentally or implicitly forcing on his audience 
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ἃ certain reading of the facts, a certain rationale of the merely 
empirical order of phenomena, or the merely empirical roll of 
witnesses. In some cases this element of reflexion, when 
segregated and envisaged on its own merits, leaves very little to 
be desired. No one will claim for Herodotus the rank of a 
philosophic thinker; yet the rationale which he gives, in one way 
or another, sometimes speaking in his own person, sometimes by 
the lips of his dramatis personae, sometimes it may be in the mere 
way of narrative, of the Greek victory over the Persians, is all but 
complete. On the Persian side the unmanageable size and 
/ numbers of the hosts’; disregard of sound policy and errors in 
the actual plans of campaign’; division of interests, rivalry 
and quarrels among the leaders, and in the command *; division 
of interests and lack of coherence in the fighting forces‘; positive 
inferiority in equipment, armour, skill, discipline, training’: what 
more could be required to explain the issue? On the Greek 
side the contrary and the complement of all these: the advantage 
in actual material and military equipment’; the advantage in 
skill, in discipline, in leadership, in intelligence; union’; the 
advantage in manhood and in moral*®; the vast superiority of the 
cause.” Yet Herodotus does not escape a certain inconsequence 
between his clear perception of the secondary causes accountable 
V for the Greek victory, and his strong desire to make the most of 
the danger, and to magnify the result, as a great and wonderful 
work, not to be explained by any merely human actions or 
considerations. In the end he is not content, short of the 
invocation of his highest categories for human experience. In 
his mind the victory is due, immediately and ultimately, to the 
direct interposition of the gods and heroes, the higher individual 
wills which rule the world, and to the supreme laws of all human 
life and fortune.” Religiously speaking the discomfiture of Xerxes, 
the salvation of Greece, are ascribed to the jealousy excited in 
the god, Zeus, by the pride and power of the man, Xerxes”; or 
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ethically expressed, to the sure nemesis which lies in wait for the 
high and mighty things of this world, to the certain if slow 
corruption which is the lot of mortality, to the law that happiness 
is not for man, and human life at best a sorrowful thing.’ 
Doubtless this moral has led Herodotus to portray in Xerxes 
the character which deserves the judgement, to emphasize in the 
traditions those traits and anecdotes which accord with the 
foregone conclusion; but even here his method, careless of 
imoonsistencies, has redeemed his work; showing that the 
historic Xerxes was not the mere despot, proud and capricious, 
cruel and cowardly, vicious and well-nigh insane, as too much of | 
the record implies, but that his actions were guided at least in “~ 
some degree by the intelligible motives of a politician, and the 
reasonable feelings of a man. 

Nor can it be said that Herodotus’ empirical method of nar- 
rating stories, or his metempirical doctrines of Divine vengeance 
and of mortal doom, have much diminished his political sagacity 
and fairness, where there is a call for their application. His view 
of the service of Athens, and of the importance of that service to 
the cause of Greece, though insufficiently qualified by any clear 
statement of the great interests Athens had at stake, is nevertheless ~~ 
on its positive side a judgement in which the modern world must 
acquiesce. His perception of the separatist feelings underlying , ~ 
the action and policy of the Peloponnesian states is clear enough. 
His problematical interpretation of the conduct of Sparta at a 
critical moment is ambiguous only in form’; and his explanation 
of the final determination to co-operate loyally with Athens is 
none the less his own for being put into dramatic form.® 
Throughout, Herodotus must have credit for reporting with 
understanding the political wisdom and sagacity of his heroes 
or dramatis personae, even where he is not actually fathering on 
them his own reflexions; and the application of this principle 
proves that, although his express judgements on political affairs 
appear at times strangely superficial, yet this current superficiality 
is consistent with a high degree of political shrewdness upon 
occasion. Even his anecdotes, though doubtless often apocryphal, 
may be regarded as the deliberately chosen vehicles for a good 
deal of sound sense, and political or ethical philosophy. Such 
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parables as the ‘Crown of Virtue,’’ the ‘Dinner ἃ la Perse,’* the 
‘ Answer of Kyros, * have each as clear a moral as the fable of 
‘ Persuasion and Necessity ’‘ put into the mouth of Themistokles 
to adorn a solemn historic occasion. The reflective element in 
Herodotus’ work is far larger than appears at first sight, owing 
to the skilful means which he has adopted to render it more 
easily digestible. It is the very dotage of criticism to suppose 
that Herodotus is unconscious of his own devices, or incapable of 
the wit and wisdom which he has made his own; he himself 
must be credited with most of the reflexion which we find in his 
pages, whether it take the form of express judgements delivered 
ex cathedra by the historian himself, or be conveyed dramatically 
by speakers in the course of his narrative, or wear the still more 
lively and insidious guise of an anecdote en passant, or a bon mot, 
recorded for what it is worth. It is perhaps not too much to say 
of these elements in the last three Books that they bear more 
directly on the general theme, and cohere more closely with the 
proper texture of the story, than do similar elements in other 
sections of the work; and this observation also tends to the 
general credit of this volume of Zogoi, whether regarded as a 
permanent contribution to history, in the strictest sense of the 
term, or merely as a literary achievement calculated to give 
pleasure to readers, or listeners, in moments of leisure. 

(x.) The geographical deposit is another element in which 
the last three Books of Herodotus approach more nearly to the 
standards of sound historiography than any other considerable 
section of the work. The comparative fulness and accuracy of the 
geography is partly incidental to the subject, like the advantage 
which the narrative of Thucydides gains from being concerned 
with relatively well-known landscapes, and scenes amenable 
to methods of simple inspection. Not that Herodotus even in 
these Books is a scientific geographer, or free from empirical 
errors; but, defects and errors notwithstanding, the contribution 
which he makes incidentally to the cartography of the Aigaian 
area, of ancient Greece, of parts of Asia, especially minor Asia, is 
not inconsiderable—a positive contribution, as matters stand for 
us, quite independent of the question, how far the geographical 
data in his work are the result of his own researches, and how 
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far the geography has come to him ready-made by his predecessors, 
or involved in the narrative, as found in his Sources.’ 

(xi) The chronology of the war deserves appreciation on 
similar lines: scientific, or even approximately systematic, it is 
not; yet nowhere in the work of Herodotus is the chronology so 
good as in the last three Books. Here too the advantage is 
inherent in the subject, the story of a short and recent war of 
invasion: but what of that? The admission but emphasizes the 
historical quality of the record. The exact period of the war, the 
succession of the seasons, the temporal sequence of events, some 
well-remembered intervals, some approximate synchronisms, even 
the Ephemerides or diaries of important sections of the story, are 
presented for all time in the pages of Herodotus. Many weighty 
and interesting problems of chronology are indeed left doubtful ; 
some apparently precise indications prove, on closer scrutiny, 
ambiguous ; but still the narrative as a whole emerges, relatively 
speaking, a chronological triumph for the Father of History. His 
great disciple, and rival, Thucydides, seems to have done little 
new in this matter except to systematize and apply to a more 
extensive and amenable subject the method evolved by Herodotus 
in the stories of the Persian war.’ 

(xii.) Finally, the last three Books of Herodotus are not 
lacking in materials for students of Comparative Jurisprudence, 
of Ancient Law and Early Institutions, of Folk-lore, even if the 
deposit under this head be less rich than in the Books of foreign 
travel and research, notably the second and the fourth, <A 
careful analysis of the Jogo: here in question will soon dis- 
cover a very considerable contribution to the institutional history 
not merely of the Greeks,* in particular of Sparta‘ and of 
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many others, social and political. 

+ Spartan institutions are constantly 
shown in operation, e.g. Kings, 7. 204, 
8. 131, ete.; Regents, 8. 71, 9. 10; 
Ephors, 9. 7, 76; Navarch, 8. 42, 131 ; 
Polemarch, 7. 173; Lochagos, 9. 53; 
Citizens, 7. 134, 234, etc.; Helots, 9. 
10, 80; Heralds, 7. 134; Cooks, 9. 82; 
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Athens,' but in a lesser degree of the Persians,? and even of the 
outer ‘ Barbarians.’* Primitive Culture parades in many guises 
through the Army and Navy Lists of the Empire; systems of 
military tactics and command are seen on both sides in operation ; 
forms of government, monarchy, oligarchy, democracy, are put 
to the test; principles and practices of international custom 
are formulated, or illustrated; religious cults and ideas start 
from every page; ethical standards and sentiments abound in 
evidence; the condition of the arts and sciences is exhibited; 
the story of the war becomes a survey of mankind. ll these 
items of anthropology are, indeed, no more immune to criticism 
than the express contributions of military and political history ; 
but they gain in credit and in use by the very fact that their 
publication was not the main purpose of the argument. The 
incidental fact, which occurs so to speak in an alien stratum, 
is historically all the more acceptable for being unnecessary to 
the object immediately in view. 

§ 12. In conclusion, there are two types, or tendencies, in 
the recent criticism of Herodotus and his work, which may here 
be expressly disavowed. They are alike inelastic and one- 
sided ; perfunctory and wanting in historical imagination ; critical, 
yet not half critical enough. While appearing to assign to the 
work of Herodotus a higher place than can be claimed for it by 
ἃ more discriminative analysis, in reality they alike depreciate 
the combination of art and learning exhibited in the work. (a) 
On the one hand we see the revival of an apology for Herodotus, 
which finds little if anything to censure in his work from the 


historical point of view, and argues the case for the defence, as 


Honours, 8. 124, 9. 71; ἀτιμία, 7. 
231 f., 9.71; Burial, 9. 85, etc. ete. 


1 βουλή, 9. 5; δῆμος, 7. 142, 8. 79, 
144, 9. 117; δῆμοι, 8. 84, 9. 73; 
écrpaxogopla, 8. 79; ἄρχων, 8. 51; 
ταμίας, ibid.; στρατηγοί, passim; τριη- 
ραρχία, 7. 182, 8. 17. 87, 98; τὸ 
βάραθρον, 7. 188, etc. etc. 


2 The παμβασιλεία (Aristot. 1285 b, 
Pol. 3. 15. 1) is constantly shown in 
operation ; e.g. Succession, 7. 2; Vice- 
gerent, 7. 52; Privy Council, 7. 8, 53, 
8. 101; προσκύνησις, 7. 136, 8. 118; 


Royal gifts, 7. 8, 105; 8. 120, 9. 109; 
King’s Birthday feast, 9. 110; Harem- 
life, and position of women, 7. 2f., 8. 
105, 9. 108 ff., ete. ; Benefactors, 8. 85; 
Judges, 7. 194; Scribes, 7. 100, 8. 90; 
Couriers, 8. 98; Satraps, 7. 38, 8. 136, 
9. 116, etc. The Persians were just as 
‘religious’ as the Greeks, e.g. 7. 8, 58, 
118, 114, 180; 8.54; 9.16; the Magoi, 
7. 19, 38, 118, 191; Obsequies, 7. 117, 
9. 24; Chivalry, 9. 48; Apparatus, 7. 
119, 9. 70, ete. etc. 

37. 117, 8. 116, Army-list passim 
(9. 32, Egyptian caste). 
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though under the circumstances, or under any circumstances, the 
work of ‘the historian of the Medic wars’ could have been done 
no better. This apology involves too great a self-sacrifice to be 
acceptable. We are to admit the numbering of the Persian 
host at Doriskos, and its results, as historical; we must exclude 
appeal to the permanent and verifiable conditions of strategy and 
tactics, and allow much for possible in antiquity which would be 
impossible to-day; we shall confess that fact is none the leas 
fact though contaminated with fiction, and that a half-truth is as 
true asa whole. Such attempts to reduce to insignificance the 
exaggerations, the inconsistencies, the absurdities, the impossibilities 
in the Herodotean record, and to exalt.the work as a whole into 
ἃ world-history, or even a history of the Medic wars, can only 
depreciate its unconscious values as a mirror of the age and of 
the conditions under which it was produced, without procuring 
any credit to the actual story of the war, to the glimpses of 
policy, and the items of biography involved. To reconstruct, so 
far as possible, the true history of the Medic wars, it is not 
necessary to ignore the shortcomings of our chief authority, or to 
suppose that his reputation can be ‘rescued’ by displaying the 
inconsistencies, or vagaries, of modern criticism: the pathetic 
apotheosis of Herodotus, as an historical authority, avenges itself 
doubly, in the inadequacy of the historical result, in the inconsist- 
ency of the literary critique. (δ) On the other hand the advice to 
abandon all attempts at separating fact and fiction in the work of 
Herodotus, to treat it all as pure literature, to sandwich it in our 
libraries between the Homeric poems and the Waverley novels, 
18. & mere counsel of indolence, or of despair. Even the earlier 
Books of Herodotus, not excepting the portions of them which 
deal with non-Hellenic affairs, deserve more respect than is 
implied in such an advice; while the Books, or the Logoi, dealing 
with things Hellenic, acclaim an indefinitely higher though 
critically varying appreciation in the Forum of History. The 
last three Books in especial, despite the elements of poetry, 
rhetoric, anecdote, moralizing, error, and sheer ignorance which 
they contain, will reward a searching examination at the bar of 
historical criticism. Only, one may not hope to pass a single 
and simple verdict upon each and every constituent in the 
story; one must be at some trouble to distinguish Logos from 
Logos and line from line in every Book; one must be pre- 
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pared to find wares of widely different values side by side 
in the Herodotean bazaar. The contribution which Herodotus 
makes to the actual history of his own times, of the 
Pentekontaéteris, is not inconsiderable, and ranks with the best 
materials of a Thucydides, a Xenophon, a Polybios: the only 
pity is, there does not happen to be more of it. The records of 
the Medic war, in its two campaigns, its operations by sea and 
on land, its inception and antecedents, its character and course, 
are indeed inadequate and to some extent irrational: nevertheless, 
there is undoubtedly presented by the story a correct sequence of 
the major events, a not wholly misleading account of the relations 
between states, a fair outline of their respective policies -and 
conduct, and many hints towards an estimate of the services 
rendered by the principals on both sides, This volume too, like 
the others, is a treasury of information upon a host of topics not 
directly connected with the bare story of the war, and sheds 
side-lights, in floods, upon the Hellenic and non-Hellenic worlds 
of the day. Ignorance and prejudice have deeply marred and 
stained the traditions, and authorities, upon which Herodotus, 
the rather as not strictly contemporary with his proper subject, 
had to rely; and, though by no means helplessly at the mercy 
of the first comer, he had not the necessary degree of critical 
faculty to sift grain from chaff, and wheat from tares, in his 
harvest of hearsay ; ‘ yet still, for all that, the story of the war 
stands for ever in his pages on its merits an indispensable chapter 
of Hellenic and of human history, to be the delight and vexation 
of men and critics from generation to generation. If there is 
still so little agreement, even in regard to the negative criticism 
of the records, it is perhaps due to the failure of our scholars at 
starting sufficiently to discriminate the various elements of the 
problem, sufficiently to analyse the component factors in the 
general result, so as to evolve the widely different values, which 
belong to different statements, occurring side by side in the 
historian’s pages, and all by him presented bona fide as equally 
trustworthy. 

In fine, Herodotus was neither a mere story-telling prose- 
poet, nor a scientific historian, but a genial minister to both 
history and literature alike. The marvel is that, seeing how 
brilliant a raconteur he is, there should be so much history in his 
work ; or that, where there is so much history, the work should 
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read so well. The final test of its utility is to consider the 
loss, not merely to literature but to learning, had the work of 
Herodotus perished, or -never been written. Confining our 
attention here to the Persian war, what should we glean of 
it without him? An apergu from Aischylos, some epigrams by 
Simonides, a few references in the later literature, the gross ™ 
errors of Ktesias, the rhetorical and systematic fiction of Ephoros 
(apud Diodorum), itself the child of a crude exploitation of 
Herodotus, a handful of xignettes from Plutarch, a list of monu- 
ments in Pausanias. | For the full and real story Herodotus holds 
the field. There is, indeed, no ancient historian, whether upon 
his: own ground or on general grounds, with whom Herodotus need ~ 
fear comparison. He was more comprehensive than Thucydides ; 
he was more candid than Xenophon; he was more brilliant 
than Polybios. As a military, or even as a political historian, 
he must yield the palm to the rivals named; but, in the larger 
view of history, which embraces every experience of humanity, 
treats no aspect of .human life as common or unclean, ,. 
regards man, under all conditions, and in all times and places, 
his fortunes and misfortunes, his adventures and achievements, 
as the most interesting topic in the world, and the portrayal 
and literary perpetuation of all that as the work best worth 
doing under the sun, Herodotus keeps his rank as the premier 
historian of antiquity: "lddos adpyains ἱστορίης πρύτανις. poe 


THE TEXT 


Tue Greek text in this edition has been printed, by permission, from the 
fifth issues of Heinrich Stein’s annotated edition: Herodotos, Berlin, 
Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1893, with a few variations, duly noted 
adU. The Apparatus Criticus has been formed by the collation of Stein’s 
various editions, with the editions of Alfred Holder (Herodott Historiae, 2 vv., 
Lipsiae 1886-8), and Henricus van Herwerden (Herodotus, Trajecti ad 
Rhenum <1888>), supplemented by Gaisford’s third edition (1840), Dietsch- 
Kallenberg (Teubner, Leipsiae 1885), Schweighaeuser, and others. Stein’s 
own various readings are distinguished as Stein! (=ed. mai. 1871), Stein? 
(=ed. min. 1884), Stein ὃ (=the fifth edition of the annotated text above 
described) ; Stein 5, the annotations to the same ; Stein simplictter denotes a 
reading common to the three. The two main families of MSS. are denoted 
by the symbols introduced by Holder, and now generally accepted, 
a representing the agreement between A and B, 8 representing the agreement 
between Rand V and S. Of these two symbols a represents the older existing 
class, A being a Medicean MS. of the tenth century, B a Roman (Passioneun) 
of the eleventh, while R is a Roman (Vatican) of the fourteenth century, V a 
Viennese codex, and S the Sancroft MS., both of obviously inferior value, 
but belonging to the same family. An earlier Florentine MS. (C) agrees 
generally with the elder family. Other codd. to which express reference is 
occasionally made (chiefly after Stein!’s apparatus) are one or other of two 
Paris MSS,, viz. 1633, cited as P (an early MS. more akin to §), and Paris. 
1635 (=Stein’s g, a later MS. in the same line); also the Venetian codex 
cited as Marc. (Stein’s ὃ, probably a late MS. of the a kindred). The Aldine 
editio princeps is cited as 2 Various emendations are certified by their 
authors’ names. The Ionic of Herodotus remains a great difficulty in the way 
of constituting a definitive text: neither family of MSS. appears to offer a 
perfectly consistent dialectal norm, as variations noted in the Apparatus will 
show ; fixed rules hardly obtain in regard to such matters as elision (δέ, δ᾽), 
ν and s suffixed (οὕτω, οὕτως), « postscript, aspirates, accents, not to speak of 
diaeresis, punctuation, etc. The order of words sometimes varies. The 
same words occur in varying forms (Stein? writes ὁρέων and ὁρῶν in the 
same chapter, e.g. 9. 53). θωῦμα (or even θῶυμα) has disappeared, but Stein 
retains οὔνομα, and so forth. It is more than poesible that the practice of 
Herodotus himself was far from uniform or precise in such matters. Papyrology 
xcix 


ς HERODOTUS 


has not yet thrown much light upon the state of the text in the early 
centuries of our aera. The Oxyrhynchus fragments exhibit no important 
variations ; indeed, as it happens, no passage from Bks. 7, 8, 9 has so far 
emerged (cp. Oxyrh. Pap. 1. 18, 19, ιν. 695; also U. Wilchen in Archtv 
fiir Papyrusforschung i. 471-3; Amherst Pap. ii. 12 teste B. P. Grenfell). 
MSS. of the Roman period might be expected to show some dialectal freaks, 
and also, perhaps, Atticizing tendencies; but Herodotus himself, in cases 
where his materials were largely drawn from Attic sources, as in Bk. 9, may 
have led the way in that direction. The Index Lecttonuwm contains references 
only to such passages in the text as are noticed in the Commentary. 

The text is on the whole satisfactory to the mere historian: cases in 
which any point of material or historical importance turns upon the reading, 
are comparatively few in number. In the last three Books, apart from 
many lacunae, glosses, and doubtful proper names, the following passages 
afford textual problems of special interest, from the realist point of view :— 
Bk. 7 c. 11 (the Achaimenid pedigree), c. 23 (the Athos Canal), c. 36 (the 
Bridges), c. 86. 8 (Κάσπιοι), c. 109. 9 (ἰών), c. 114.7 (a Persian custom), 
c. 164. 5 (παρά or μετά 1), c. 191. 6 (γόησι), c. 239 (Demaratos-anecdote) ; 
Bk. 8 c. 20 (spurious?) c. 25. 5 (καὶ Θεσπιέας ἢ, c. 35. 5 (Αἰολιδέων), 
6. 37. 7 (Προναίης), c. 46. 2 (no. of Aiginetan ships), c. 76. 7 (Κέον), 
c. 85. 2 (Ἐλευσῖνός), c. 104 (the bearded priestess), c. 115. 15 (transposition), 
c. 120 (suspect), c. 131 (Eurypontid pedigree), c. 133. 3 (Εὐρωπέα), c. 136. 7 
(᾿Αλάβανδα), c. 137. 10 (transposition), c. 142. 8 (ἀρχῆθεν) ; Bk. 9c. 4. 5 
(προέχων), c. 28. 2 (Παλέες), c. 31. 3 (τὸν ταύτῃ ῥέονταλ, c. 33. 7 (γόνου), 
ὁ. 35. 10 (Ἰσθμῷ), c. 55. 6 (Λακεδαιμονίων), c. 70. 5 (Λακεδαιμονίων), 
c. 85. 3 (ipévas), c. 93. 4 (Xwva), c. 96. 3 (KaAapicow), c. 97. 2 (ποταμόν), 
c. 106. 14 (ἐμπολαῖα), c. 107. 16 (Κιλικίης). 


HPOAOTOT 


MOATMNIA 


"Enel δὲ ἀγγελίη ἀπίκετο περὶ τῆς μάχης τῆς ἐν Μαραθῶνι 1 
γενομένης παρὰ βασιλέα Δαρεῖον τὸν Ὑστάσπεος, καὶ πρὶν 
μεγάλως κεχαραγμένον τοῖσι ᾿Αθηναίοισι διὰ τὴν ἐς Σάρδις 
ἐσβολήν, καὶ δὴ καὶ τότε πολλῷ τε δεινότερα ἐποίεε καὶ 
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δὲ 1 van H. 


1. 1. ἐπεὶ δέ does not correspond with 
any antecedent μέν clause, as ol δέ (8. 1) 
and Μαρδόνιος δέ (9. 1). There is more 
of a break, or pause, between Bks. 6 
and 7 than between 7 and 8, or 8 and 
9. The patronymic added to Δαρεῖον just 
below, and the absence of any reference 
to the previous description of events 
here enumerated, further emphasize the 
original or potential independence of the 
present opening. It may even be that 

iginally this Book opened with a short 
proem, transferred (not without some 
modification perhaps) to the opening, 
or preface, of the whole work, where it 
now stands (1. 1). On the whole argu- 
ment in to the genesis of the 
work see farther, Introduction, §§ 7-10. 

ὰ ἢ ἀπίκετο, by the process 
described 8. 98 ; cp. note there. 

2. τὸν “Yordoweos. The use of the 
patronymic may simply be for the sake 
of emphasis, or solemnity; cp. 1. 45 
for a conspicuous example ; but still it 
serves, with other items, to mark the 
new beginning, which may have been 
the old beginning, in the work of Hdt. 
See spatial Introduction, § 7. ‘ 

3. Σάρδις ἐσβολήν : perhaps 
an historic phrase, and aot ae Golied 
by Hdt. for the occasion. The Lydian 
satrapy, as Stein (on 8. 120) points out, 
was known to the Persians as Cparda = 
Σάρδεις :- cp. Thuc. 1. 115. 4. e story 
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1. 1 ἐπείτε 


is told by pace ged ff., ari there is no 
express reference here to that are ἡ 
Cp. the mention of t infra. 
absence of such croes references in these 
Books supports the view that they are 
of earlier composition than Books 1-6. 
Cp. Introduction, § 7. 
4. τότε, 80. ἐπεὶ ἡ ἀγγελίη ἀπίκετο, κτλ. 
δεινότερα ἐποίεε. There was really 
little left him to do, at least symbolically, 
to manifest his wrath, if the story of 
the Bow-shot, the Prayer, and the Mentor, 
connected in tradition with the news of 
the sack of Sardes in 498 B.c. (Hdt. 
5. 105), is to be believed. That sto 
could not well have been connected wit 
the news of Marathon for two reasons: 
(1) it treated the Athenians as an un- 
known quantity to Dareios ; (2) Marathon 
was not, except in the eyes of the 
Athenians, 80 very great or significant 
an achievement (cp. Appendix X. to 
my edition of Bks. IV.-VI.: 1895). 
Still, the omission of any specific action 
to set forth the wrath of Dareios upon 
this occasion leaves the Herodotean 
hrase vague and unsatisfactory. This 
efect, however, does not justify the 
substitution of ἐποιέετο for the active 
form of the verb. It appears, however, 
plainly in the sequel that Dareios (ac- 
cording to Hdt.) intended to conduct 
the reinvasion of Hellas in person (cp. 
Hdt. 4. 1). 


B 


2 HPOAOTOY 
5 μᾶλλον ὅρμητο στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν “Ελλάδα. 


vi 


καὶ αὐτίκα 


μὲν ἐπηγγέλλετο πέμπων ἀγγέλους κατὰ πόλις ἑτοιμάζειν 


στρατιήν, 


πολλῷ πλέω ἐπιτάσσων ἑκάστοισι ἢ πρότερον 


[παρέχειν], καὶ νέας τε καὶ ἵππους καὶ σῖτον καὶ πλοῖα. 
τούτων δὲ περιαγγελλομένων ἡ ᾿Ασίη ἐδονέετο ἐπὶ τρία ἔτεα, 
10 καταλεγομένων τε τῶν ἀρίστων ws ἐπὶ τὴν “Ελλάδα [στρατευο- 


μένων] καὶ παρασκευαζομένων. 
ὑπὸ Καμβύσεω δουλωθέντες ἀπέστησαν ἀπὸ ἸΠερσέων. 


τετάρτῳ δὲ ἔτει Αἰγύπτιοι 


ἐνθαῦτα 


δὴ καὶ μᾶλλον ὅρμητο καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοτέρους στρατεύεσθαι. 
Στελλομένονυ δὲ Δαρείου ἐπ’ Αἴγυπτον καὶ ᾿Αθήνας, τῶν 





6 πόλις «τε καὶ €Ovea> Stein? 


8 παρέχειν Stein: παρεῖχον 


Β (RSV): secl. van Η. || τε om. a (AB)C καὶ σῖτον καὶ πλοῖα om. id. 


9 ἐδονέετο πᾶσα 5 
κ᾿ ἔτεϊ secl, van H. ‘+ 


10 στρατενομένων secl Stein: στρατευσομένων R 





6. éxnyyOAero. The Herodotean uses 
of this word are observable; op. c. 29 
infra, 8. 25; also 4. 119, 4. 200, 6. 9, 
5. 98, 6. 189 οἱ al. πέμπων ἀγγέλους is 
pleonastic (Stein). 4& in Hit. = 


oa (or πρέσβυς, an ἅπαξ X. in 


κατὰ πόλις without ἔθνεα betrays 
a too exclusively Hellenic preoccupation ; 
cp. c. 8 infra. The p in any case 
is double-edged, qualifying ἐτοιμάζειν 
(at least inferentially) as weil as πέμπων 
ἀγγέλους. 
7. ἑκάστοισι: each set of men, ‘each 
nation’ (hence the plural). 

v. If παρέχειν be retained 
the meaning may be (with Stein) that 
the demand to be made on this occasion 
was in excess of the normal or prescribed 
levy, the expression implying that there 
was a standard levy for the militia (of 
which nothing is said in 3. 89 ff.). The 
reading is in doubt ; perhaps it is best to 
omit παρέχειν altoget er (with van H.). 
Even if we read παρέχειν (with Stein) 
we need not adopt Stein's interpreta- 
tion, παρέχειν being epexegetical merely. 
πρότερον may cover not only the Mara- 
thonian campaign, but all otliars: the Scy- 
thian included, for which the levy had 
been (ex hypothesi) 700,000. Cp. 4. 87. 

8. καὶ πλοῖα is not quite a sound 
reading, but it is by no means super- 
fluous even after νέας, as the πλοῖα 
comprise the transports (cp. ἱππαγωγά 
66. 21 and 97 infra; σιταγωγά cc. 186, 


ομένων does 


ἐπηγγέλλετο just above; τετάρτῳ δὲ ἔτεϊ 
just below rather demands ἐπὶ τρία μὲν 
ἔτεα. The exact text is in some doubt 
(vide or elma above), but in any case 
the antitheses are not fully or correctly 
worked out. τούτων is rather vague ; 


wepayy. passive. 
véero, thoug Hal are 
word, is used by Hat. ‘. Fectates 
Er aia We eke δὲ Suit 
τρ : y 

speaking, the three years should count 
from the despatch of the king’s message. 
On the chronology cp. 6. 20 infra. 

10. τῶν ἀρίστων rather tends to qualify 
the maximum numbers; cp. 8. 118. 
But is there some confusion underlying 


aes i CP. c. 8 infra. 
‘as it was against Hellas’ 


ἘΠΕ τῇ 
: ikealey) " Καμβύσεω δ. The omission 


τ᾿ any et to the story in 3. 1-88 
is no difficulty, on the supposition that 
this was of earlier composition ; 


ep ee ape § 7. 

στελλομένον δὲ A. The king 
a plainly going in person ; 8 
occurred before he started. Stein favours 
the variant in Justin and Plutarch that 
the στάσις took place after the death of 
Dareios ; but the versions are not mutu- 
ally exclusive. Hdt., however, in the 
anecdote which follows has not. perhaps 
ihre Say clearly distinguished two different 

cases—(a) the a nointneat of a Viceroy, 
for the king’s absence ; (δ) the appoint- 
ment of a successor, in case of the king's 
death. In Hdt. 1. 208 Kyros appoints 
Kambyses, his son, τῷ περ τὴν βασιληέην 
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TIOAYMNIA 
παίδων αὐτοῦ στάσις ἐγένετο μεγάλη περὶ τῆς ἡγεμονίης, 


ως 


δεῖ μὲν ἀποδέξαντα βασιλέα κατὰ τὸν Περσέων νόμον οὕτω 
στρατεύεσθαι. ἦσαν γὰρ Δαρείῳ καὶ πρότερον ἡ βασιλεῦσαι 
γεγονότες τρεῖς παῖδες ἐκ τῆς προτέρης γυναικός, Γοβρύεω ς 
θυγατρός, καὶ βασιλεύσαντι ἐξ ᾿Ατόσσης τῆς Κύρον ἕτεροι. 


τέσσερες. 
δὲ ἐπυγενομένων ἘΞέρξης. 


τῶν μὲν δὴ προτέρων ἐπρέσβευε ᾿Αρτοβαξάνης, τῶν 
ἐόντες δὲ μητρὸς οὐ τῆς αὐτῆς 


ἐστασίαζον, ὁ μὲν ᾿Αρτοβαζάνης κατότε πρεσβύτατός τε εἴη 
παντὸς τοῦ γόνον καὶ ὅτι νομιζόμενον εἴη πρὸς πάντων 


ἀνθρώπων τὸν πρεσβύτατον τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν, Ἐξέρξης δὲ ὡς 


᾿Ατόσσης τε παῖς εἴη τῆς Κύρου θυγατρὸς καὶ ὅτι Κῦρος εἴη 


2 5 Γοβρύεω δὲ 1 Stein: γωβρύεω β, Holder: Γωβρύω «δὲ: van H. 


7 ἀρταβαζάνης 8 


ἐδίδουν, as viceroy before going against 
the Massagetai ; Kambysen before going 
to Egypt, appointed a as τῶν 
οἰκίων μελεδωνόν, 8. 61, or ἐπίτροπον, 8. 63 
—but the was not to succeed in 
the event of the king's death. No 
similar provision is recorded in the case 
of the expedition of Dareios 
himself (Bk. 4), but Xerxes in 480 B.c. 
evidently appoints his uncle Artabanos 
as Major-domo and Viceroy, c. 52 infra. 
Artaxerxes Mnemonappointed a successor 
(Dareios) simply in view of his own age, 
and to avoid a στάσις (Plutarch, Artaz. 
26). Rawlinson compares the case of 
the succession of Kroisos, Hdt. 1. 92, 
which ποῦ] perhaps carry the custom 
(νόμοτ) beyond the Persian limit. It 
may fairly be doubted whether there 
was any specifically Persian rule in the 
matter ; similar cases might arise in any 
gorge The 8 rule that there 
should always be at least one king at 
home stood on a different footing, and 
was, if we may trust Hat. 5. 75, devised 
for the pu of avoiding a kingly 
στάσις on the campaign; it was not, 
however, rigidly observed, cp. Xenophon, 
Hell. 5. ἃ. 10, but the Spartan sug- 
gestion in the context here is nevertheless 
noticeable. 


2. pom may be taken as predicate 
(cp. Luke on. 24). . 

3. οὕτω, ‘he should not start on an 
expedition until he had appointed a suc- 
ceasor in accordance with the law of the 
Persians.’ Cp. 4. 168 οὕτω ῥίπτει. 

5. T τρός. Stein wishes 
to read l'oSptew δὲ θυγατρός, “as Gobryas 
has been mentioned before.” But, in 


9 ἐστασίασαν a 


trath, had Gobryas been mentioned be- 
fore? This text confirms the view that 
Bk. 7 is earlier in composition than the 
text of Bk. 8. Strange to say, there is 
nothing about this marriage in Bk. 8, 
not even in c. 88, where Dareios’ wives 
are enumerated : a striking illustration 
of the independence of various 

in the work of Hdt. even when dealing 
with the same subject. Here only two 
wives appear, (1) the daughter of Gobryas, 
and (2) Atossa, the daughter of Kyros. 
But Dareios had at least three other wives : 
(3) Artystone, daughter of Kyros, c. 69 
anfra ; (4) Parmys, daughter of Bardiya, 
c. 78 infra; (5) Phaidyme, a daughter 
of Otanes, 3. 69, 88. 

6. βασιλεύσαντι, ‘after coming to 
the throne.’ The birth of Xerxes can 
hardly have occurred before the year 
520 or 519 B.c. He would have been 
rather less than forty years of age in 
480 B.c., and barely thirty-five at the 
date of his accession. 

7. ἐπρέσβενε, 1.6. πρεσβύτατος ἣν. 

9. κατότι-- κατὰ τοῦτο ὅτι, proplerea 
quod, κατ᾽ ὅ τι, qua propter, 6. 8 (Stein). 

10. πάντων ἀνθ ἡ notstrictly true. 
The story of the στάσις oreere Ey comes 
from a Spartan or quasi-Spartan source 
(cp. Introduction, § 10), and at Sparta 
the succession of the eldest was no doubt 
the rule; cp. Hdt. 5. 39, 42. 

12. Képov. Rawlinson notices the im- 

rtance of the Kyreian descent of Xerxes 
ee c. 11 infra), but can hardly be right 
in thinking that Dareios reigned in 
virtue of his marri with Atossa, 
especially if Dareios only married Atossa 
after his accession. 


4 HPOAOTOY VII 


8 ὁ κτησάμενος τοῖσι Πέρσῃσι τὴν ἐλευθερίην. Aapelov δὲ οὐκ 
ἀποδεικνυμένον κω γνώμην, ἐτύγχανε κατὰ τὠυτὸ τούτοισι καὶ 


Δημάρητος ὁ ᾿Αρίστωνος ἀναβεβηκὼς ἐς Σοῦσα, ἐστερημένος 


Te τῆς ἐν 
ς ἐκ Λακεδαίμονος. 


Σπάρτῃ βασιληίης καὶ φυγὴν ἐπιβαλὼν ἑωυτῷ 
οὗτος ὡνὴρ πυθόμενος τῶν Δαρείον παίδων 


τὴν διαφορήν, ἐλθών, ὡς ἡ φάτις μὲν ἔχει, Ἐξέρξῃ συνεβούλευε 
λέγειν πρὸς τοῖσι ἔλεγε ἔπεσι, ὡς αὐτὸς μὲν γένοιτο Δαρείῳ 
ἤδη βασιλεύοντι καὶ ἔχοντι τὸ Tlepcéwy κράτος, ᾿Αρτοβαζάνης 
δὲ ἔτε ἰδιώτῃ ἐόντε [Δαρείῳ]" οὔκων οὔτε οἰκὸς εἴη οὔτε δίκαιον 
το ἄλλον τινὰ τὸ γέρας ἔχειν πρὸ δωυτοῦ" ἐπεί γε καὶ ἐν 
Σπάρτῃ ἔφη ὁ Δημάρητος ὑποτιθέμενος οὕτω νομίξεσθαι, ἣν 
οὗ μὲν προγεγονότες ἔωσι πρὶν ἢ τὸν πατέρα σφέων βασι- 
λεῦσαι, ὃ δὲ βασιλεύοντι ὀψίγονος ἐπυγένηται, τοῦ ἐπυγενο- 


μένου τὴν ἔκδεξιν τῆς βασιληίης γίνεσθαι. 


χρησαμένου δὲ 


15 Ξέρξεω τῇ Δημαρήτου ὑποθήκῃ, γνοὺς ὁ Δαρεῖος ὡς λέγοι δίκαια 


βασιλέα μιν ἀπέδεξε. 


δοκέειν δέ μοι, καὶ ἄνευ ταύτης τῆς 


ὑποθήκης βασιλεῦσαι ἂν ἘΞέρξης" ἡ yap “Arooca εἶχε τὸ πᾶν 
4 κράτος. ἀποδέξας δὲ βασιλέα Πέρσῃσι [Ἐξέρξην] Δαρεῖος ὁρμᾶτο 


8. 8 βασιλεύοντί <re> Stein 


17 ἐβασίλευσεν B, Holder: ἐβασίλευσε van H. 


9 Δαρείῳ del. Sitzler, van H., Stein? 
4. 1 Ἐξέρξην eeclusi 





8. 2. κατὰ τὠντὸ τούτοισι, of a syn- 
chronism; cp. c. 206 4 How far the 
date is correct is another question ; but 
Ktesias 23 is not to be followed as 
against Hdt. The flight of Demaratos 
fell apparently 491 B.c., some time after 
his deposition (here mentioned as equi- 
valent. The absence of any reference 
to the story told in Bk. 6, and the use 
of the ota his are significant for 
the problem o ἘΜΠΡῸΣ 05 the latter 
indeed doubly significant, as Hdt. here 
specifies his paternity without a hint 
of suspicion. Otherwise the reference is 
not especially favourable to Demaratos; 
Hdt. gives it as his own opinion that the 
Spartan exile had not much in reality 
to say to the accession of Xerxes. On 
the possible source of the anecdote cp. 
Introduction, §. 10. 

6. ds ἡ φάτις μιν ἔχει: Blakesley 
ops. 8. 94,9. 84. The phrase is deprecia- 
tory, and points to the vox viva; cp. 
Introduction, § 10. 


7. πρὸς rotor: subaud. τὰ (ἔλεγε). 
10. , ‘before,’ ‘instead of’; cp. 
Index Verb. 


ἐν Σπάρτῃ . . οὕτω νομίζεσθαι. 


This νόμος goes far beyond the mere law 
of primogeniture above noticed; Hdt. 
seems to have some misgiving about it. 
The supposed law looks rather like an 
inference from the case of Euryanax, 9. 10 
infra. Leonidas succeeded his brother, 
eomenes, and was succeeded by his 
son Pleistarchos (in 480 B.o.), although 
there was a son of Dorieus in Sparta at 
the time, the said Euryanax, who may 
have been excluded from the succession 
on the ground that Dorieus, his father, 
and elder brother to Leonidas, had never 
actually been king at all. The accession 
of a cadet branch does not well accord 
with the supposed rule (cp. case of 
Leotychidas, 6. 65). Maspero, iii. 655 
(Z.7.), seems to admit the law as genuine 
Persian—rather gratuitously. 

14. ἔκδεξιβ, apparently an ἅπαξ X., 
although ἐκδέκεσθαι, ‘to succeed,’ whether 
in place (4. 39) or in time (1. 185), is not 
rare. 

4. 1. dpparo, Stein's reading here; 
Spunro (bis), c. 1 The one is to 

regarded as an imperfect, the other 
as a pluperfect form; though it is not 
obvious why Hdt. timed the word here 
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στρατεύεσθαι. ἀλλὰ yap μετὰ ταῦτά τε καὶ Αὐγύπτου ἀπό- 
στασιν τῷ ὑστέρῳ ἔτεϊ παρασκευαζόμενον συνήνεικε αὐτὸν 
[Δαρεῖον], βασιλεύσαντα τὰ πάντα δξ τε καὶ τριήκοντα ἔτεα, 
ἀποθανεῖν, οὐδέ οἱ ἐξεγένετο οὔτε τοὺς ἀπεστεῶτας [Αὐγυπτίους] ς 
οὔτε ᾿Αθηναίους τιμωρήσασθαι. 

-᾿Αποθανόντος δὲ Δαρείου ἡ βασιληίη ἀνεχώρησε ἐς τὸν ὅ 
παῖδα τὸν ἐκείνον ἘΞέρξην. ὁ τοίνυν Ἐξέρξης ἐπὶ μὲν τὴν 
Ἑλλάδα οὐδαμῶς πρόθυμος ἦν κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς στρατεύεσθαι, ἐπὶ 
δὲ Αἴγυπτον ἐποιέετο στρατιῆς dyepow. παρεὼν δὲ καὶ 
δυνάμενος παρ᾽ αὐτῷ μέγιστον Περσέων Μαρδόνιος ὁ Γοβρύεω, ς 
ὃς ἦν Ἐξέρξῃ μὲν ἀνεψιὸς Δαρείου δὲ ἀδελφεῆς παῖς, τοιούτου 
λόγου εἴχετο, λέγων “δέσποτα, οὐκ οἶκός ἐστι ᾿Αθηναίους 


4 Δαρεῖον 566]. Stein* 
Ῥ: ἔγερσιν 


and in the places above differently. 
The variation, however, may be made to 
give a neat difference. 

8. τῷ ὑστέρῳ ἔτεϊ, after the revolt of 
Egypt and the designation of Xerxes as 
successor. As these events are not syn- 
chronous the ἔτος may be the official or 
ealendarial year, presumably by Persian 
reckoning ; though ἐνιαυτός might, per- 
haps, be the more technical term therefor. 

wb esgaray esti without any 
suggestion of fou : 

4. τὰ Fa all,’ perhaps to 
γαῖ the Oe ae a Interregnum, or 

surpation of the Magos, is ignored. 
Ktesias gives Dareios only thirty-one 

ears (‘‘with his usual incorrectness,” 
Rawlinson) and makes his age seventy- 
two; Blakesley calculates Dareios’ age 
as sixty-four on the Herodotean data. 
Stein tries to reconcile the figures thirty- 
six and thirty-one by remarking that 
Dareios was only established as king in 
516 B.c. But (a) this date is too late (cp. 
Bksa. [V.-VI., vol. ii. p. 37 n.*); (δ) neither 
Dareios nor the Persian records would 
have recognized any date for the establish- 
ment of Dareios but his ‘accession.’ 

δ. οὐδέ οἱ . 6. 8 infra, 
5. 61. The absence of reference to 
the vow (5. 105) is here remarkable: 
was Hdt. acquainted with that anecdote 
when he first wrote this ! The 
doubt fortifies the argument for the prior 
composition of Bks. 7-9. Cp. Introd. § 8. 

6. with acc. of person, 
‘to avenge one’s self upon.’ Cp. 3. 53, 
6. 138. 


6 Ἐέρξῃ : ξέρξου Β 


5 Αἰγυπτίους seclusi] δ. 4 dyepow 
δ. 1. dvex of proper and normal 
succession. ἀνέβαινε ἡ βασιληίη ο. 


205 infra; περιῆλθε (ἡ ἡγεμονίη), οὗ a 
δ τς Tony =o Pesce he 

5. 10s , here intro- 
duced as for the first time, 6. 48 not- 
withstanding (further evidence of the 
independence and prior composition of 
Bk. 7; cp. Introduction, § 7). The con- 
nexion of Mardonios with the royal 
house is not quite fully expounded here. 
Dareios had married a daughter of 
Gobryas, i.e. a sister, or perhaps a half- 
sister to Mardonios (her son disputes the 
succession with Xerxes, 6. 2 supra); and 
Mardonios had to wife a daughter of 
Dareios, perhaps a full sister to Xerxes ; 
Mardonios was thus nephew, brother-in- 
law, and son-in-law to eios, and also 
cousin and brother-in-law to Xerxes, but 
considerably the king's senior. Mar- 
donios now appears as the evil genius 
of the king (cp. Aischyl. Pers. 753-8 
on the evil counsellors). As Blakesley 
points out, Mardonios and Artaphrenes 
represented different plans: the policy 
of Artaphrenes had failed at Marathon ; 
Mardonios and the Thracian or over- 
land route come again to the front. 
There was also ‘the previous question,’ 
represented by Artabanos. Cp. further, 
Introduction, § 11; Appendix II. § 2. 

7. δέσποτα strikes the note of oriental 
servility in Greek ears; cp. c. 9 ete. 
Artabanos, the king’s uncle, prefers & 
βασιλεῦ c. 10 ete. 

οὐκ οἶκός . . μὴ οὐ δ. δ. τῶν ἐπ. 
A genuine instance of the reduplicated 


6 ΗΡΟΔΟΤΟΥ vir 
ἐργασαμένους πολλὰ δὴ κακὰ Πέρσας μὴ οὐ δοῦναι δίκην τῶν 


ἐποίησαν. ἀλλ᾽ εἰ τὸ μὲν νῦν ταῦτα πρήσσοις τά περ ἐν 
10 χερσὶ ὄχεις" ἡμερώσας δὲ Αἴγυπτον τὴν ἐξυβρίσασαν στρατη- 
λάτεε ἐπὶ τὰς ᾿Αθήνας, ἵνα λόγος τέ σε ἔχῃ πρὸς ἀνθρώπων 
ἀγαθός, καί τις ὕστερον φυλάσσηται ἐπὶ γῆν τὴν σὴν στρα- 
τεύεσθαι." οὗτος μέν of ὁ λόγος ἦν τιμωρός" τοῦδε δὲ τοῦ 
λόγου παρενθήκην ποιεέσκετο τήνδε, ὡς ἡ Εὐρώπη περικαλλὴς 
το εἴηῃ χώρη, καὶ δένδρεα παντοῖα φέρει τὰ ἥμερα, ἀρετήν τε 
6 ἄκρη, βασιλέι τε μούνῳ θνητῶν ἀξίη ἐκτῆσθαι. ταῦτα ἔλεγε 
οἷα νεωτέρων ἔργων ἐπιθυμητὴς ἐὼν καὶ θέλων αὐτὸς τῆς 
Ἑλλάδος ὕπαρχος εἶνα. χρόνῳ δὲ κατεργάσατό τε καὶ 
ἀνέπεισε MOTE ποιέειν ταῦτα Ἐέρξην' συνέλαβε γὰρ καὶ ἄλλα 
οἱ σύμμαχα γενόμενα [ἐς τὸ πείθεσθαι ἘΞέρξην)]. τοῦτο μὲν 
ἀπὸ τῆς Θεσσαλίης παρὰ τῶν ᾿Αλευαδέων ἀπιγμένοι ἄγγελοι 
ἐπεκαλέοντο βασιλέα πᾶσαν προθυμίην παρεχόμενοι ἐπὶ τὴν 
Ἑλλάδα" οἱ δὲ ᾿Αλευάδαι οὗτοι ἦσαν Θεσσαλίης βασιλέες" 


σι 





9 ἀλλ᾽ cia: ἄλλα 
τοῦ δὲ coni. Stein? 
berg 
Blakesley 


negative (cp. Madvig, Gk. Syntax, § 211), 
exactly paralleled in 8. 100 infra (οὐδεμία 
ἐκδυσιι ἐξα οὐ δόντας λόγον κτλ.). 
ἀλλ' εἰ (cp. App. Crit.), the reading 
of the better staan | ie defended by Stein 
as a mild imperative, and Homeric. 
(ΟΡ. ipsa Homeric Grammar, § 311.) 
Hicce sermo ad ultionem 
Pe pe oa exigendam spectabat. Cp. 
σύμμαχος §. 65 (Baehr). The παρενθήκη 
(cp. 6. 19), on the excellence of the 
European soil and products, in itself an 
economic or commercial motive, is also 
eee a superb twist by reference to the 
ing. To the praise of Kurope here may 
be set off the praise of Asia on the lips 
of Aristagoras, 5. 49, surely more justifi- 
able in itself. 
15. wavrota covers more than the olive. 

ἀρετή, of the soil; cp. 4. 198. 

16. dxpés, a eulogistic term ; cp.c. 111 
δα δ. 112, 124; 6. 122. 

2. οἷα κτλ. The first motive 
ascribed to Mardonios (νεωτέρων ἔργων 
ἐπιθυμίη) might suit democratic leanings 
(cp. 6. 43) ae: than military measures ; 
ah second ΝΕ i umably inferential, 

his ambition “ governor of Hellas, 
a réle which would bulk more largely 
in the eyes of a Greek (cp. case of 


13 τοῦδε δὲ τοῦ a: τούτον δὲ τοῦ B Holder : 
6. 4 ξέρξεα idque ante ὥστε PRs: μιν Kallen- 
5 és τὸ π. Ἐ. secl. van H., Stein® 


8 οἱ δὲ. . βασιλέες" secl. 


Pausanias, 5. 82) than in the eyes of a 
Persian. ἔργων here is not substantially 
different from πρηγμάτων. So often 
(i.) ἔργον Ξε πράξις (e.g. ἕ. ἀποδέξασθαι ο. 
189 infra, σέ passim). The word is also 
used (ii.) of material objects, or ‘ works’ 
(1. 51 Θεοδώρου τοῦ Σαμίου ἔργον ef αἷ.; 
cp. 1. 86 τὰ τῶν Μυσῶν ἔ.). (iii.) In 
some passages we get almost the mean- 
ing ‘use’ or ‘function’; cp. 1. 17 and 


114. 

ὃ. κα τό τε καὶ ἀνέπεισε. 
Perhaps ‘he succeeded in persuading’ 
(a hendiadys) rather than either (a) 
κατεργάσατο ἃ oe or (δ) xarepyd- 
caro τὸν Ἐξῤέρξεα καὶ ἀνέπεισε αὐτόν, 
though the use of the word in 9. 108 
(οὐκ ἐδύνατο κατεργασθῆναι sc. ἡ γυνή) 
supports interpretation (ὁ. The Hero- 
dotean uses of this word are remarkable 
(cp. Index Verb.). In the next fir 
pcp is subject of συνέλαβε, and Ἐξέρξην 


τοῦτο piv . . τοῦτο δε, without 
og reference to ἄλλα, ‘in the first 
. . in the second.’ 


= πρέσβεις, cp.c. 1, 1.6 supra. 
8. δ ᾿Αλενάδαι Fe On 


the ‘ Aleuads’ cp. cc. 180, 172 infra, and 
9. 1, 58. Hdt. would hardly be right 


TIOAYMNIA 


τοῦτο δὲ Πεισιστρατιδέων of ἀναβεβηκότες ἐς Σοῦσα, τῶν τε 
αὐτῶν λόγων ἐχόμενοι τῶν καὶ οἱ ᾿Αλευάδαι, καὶ δή τι πρὸς 
τούτοισι Ets πλέον προσωρέγοντό οἱ. ἔχοντες ᾿Ονομάκριτον, 
ἄνδρα ᾿Αθηναῖον χρησμολόγον τε καὶ διαθέτην χρησμῶν τῶν 
Μουσαίου, ἀναβεβήκεσαν, τὴν ἔὄχθρην προκαταλυσάμενοι" 
ἐξηλάθη γὰρ ὑπὸ Ἱππάρχου τοῦ Πεισιστράτου ὁ Ὀνομάκριτος 
ἐξ ᾿Αθηνέων, ἐπ᾿ αὐτοφώρῳ ἁλοὺς ὑπὸ Λάσου τοῦ “Ἑρμιονέος 
ἐμποιέων ἐς τὰ Μουσαίου χρησμόν, ὡς αἱ ἐπὶ Λήμνῳ ἐπικεί- 


5-6 7 


μεναι νῆσοι ἀφανιζοίατο κατὰ τῆς θαλάσσης" διὸ ἐξήλασέ μιν 


13 προκαταλυσάμενοι B: 
Krueger: λήμνου 
Naber 


in describing them here as ‘kings’; but 
I am half inclined to regard the phrase 
as a gloss (with Blakesley), cp. 5. 68. 
If it stands, it will not favour the view 
that Hdt. himself had visited Thessaly 
(cp. c. 129 infra). Hdt. appears to be 
unacquainted with the government of 
Thessaly, and even with the title of rayés. 
The Aleuads were evidently party- 
leaders ; cp. c. 172. 

9. τιδέων οἱ ἀναβεβηκότες. 
These anonymous ‘Peisistratids’ are 
rather a mystery. Dikaios, 8. 65, may 
have been one; cp. also 8. 54. But 
what of Hippias, whom Hdt. at least 
has not expressly slain at Marathon 
(ep. Cicero, ad Att. 9. 10. 8)? The 
omission to account for Hippias (after 
6. 107), and the whole tone and char- 
acter of this notice of the Peisistratidai 
(after the place occupied by their story 
in Bks. 5, 6), support the view that Bk. 
7 is of prior composition ; cp. Introduc- 
tion, § 7, 8. Hdt. gives no date for the 
* anabasis.’ 


10. λόγων ἐχόμενοι, asc. 5 supra. Cp. 
Index Verb. ἔχεσθαι. 

11. προσωρέγοντό (τι ἔτι πλέον ol): 
an unusual word and expression ; cp. 
ἐπορέγεσθαι in 9. 34 (of something beyond 
προτείνεσθαι) ; rendered “plied him” 
(Blakesley), ee upon him” Seta 
son), “instabant regi eumque urgebant” 
(Baehr). 


᾿Ονομάκριτον .. Movealov. The 
friendship of Y ipoarelios with the 
Athenian soothsayer and oracle-monger 
is characteristic and significant of the 
tyrannic family (cp. 5. 93, etc.). Lasos 
of Hermione, or Hermion (cp. 8. 73 


infra), a ‘Dryopian,’ with a special 


προκαταλυσόμενοι ABCd 
17 ἀφανιζοίατο : ἀφανιοίατο Krueger: ἀφανιεοίατο 


16 Λήμνῳ 


interest perhaps in Lemnos and the 
Lemnians (cp. 8. 73), may have been 
ἃ rival professor at the Athenian court. 
Pausan. 1. 22. 7 extends the forgeries 
of Onomakritos, and reduces the genuine 
remains of Musaios to one Hymn to 
Demeter for the Attic Lykomidai. 
Onomakritos may, perhaps, be connected 
with the spread of ‘the Orphic religion’ ; 
ep. Bury, Hist. of Greece, i. (1902) 339. 
Lasos was ‘‘a be and dithyrambic 
poet of the highest repute” (R.), of 
whom Aristophanes makes jocular men- 
tion as rival of Simonides ( Wasps, 1410f.). 
A fragment of his Hymn to Demeter is 
preserved in Athenaeus ; cp. Bergk, Poetae 
Lyrici, iii.4 (1882), pp. 376 f. 

15. ἐπ᾿ αὐτοφώρῳ ἁλούς: a technical 
(Athenian) expression, here not quite 
accurately (He was not filching 
but forging. Still, forgery is a kind of 
theft!) Cp. 6. 72 and 187. 

17. vifolaro. Baehr disapproves 
of Naber's suggestion ἀφανιεοίατο (future), 
the pres. opt. having a future significa- 
tion; Stein observes that ἀφανίζονται 
may have stood oracularly in the actual 
verse, cp. cc. 140, 220 infra. Why 
Onomakritos should have foretold de- 
struction for the islands off Lemnos 
does not appear. Baehr observes that 
(1) the holy isle of Chryse is intended ; 
(2) the region is volcanic. Perhaps the 

rophecy has some bearing on the 

eisistratid prlicy in the Hellespontine 
region (cp. Bury, Hist. of Greece, 1. 208), 
whether as warning or encouragement. 
Plutarch, de Pythiae orac. 11 (Mor. 399), 
preserves an oracle predicting the appear- 
ance of an island in the sea, and the 
victory of the inferior over the superior 


ο 
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ὁ Ἵππαρχος, πρότερον χρεώμενος τὰ μάλιστα. 


τότε δὲ 


συναναβὰς ὅκως ἀπίκοιτο ἐς ὄψιν τὴν βασιλέος, λεγόντων 
20 τῶν Πεισιστρατιδέων περὶ αὐτοῦ σεμνοὺς λόγους, κατέλεγε τῶν 
χρησμῶν" εἰ μέν τι ἐνέοι σφάλμα φέρον τῷ βαρβάρῳ, τῶν 
μὲν ἔλεγε οὐδέν, ὃ δὲ τὰ εὐτυχέστατα ἐκλεγόμενος ἔλογε, 
τόν τε Ἑλλήσποντον ὡς ζευχθῆναι χρεὸν εἴη ὑπ᾽ ἀνδρὸς 


Πέρσεω τήν τε ἔλασιν ἐξηγεόμενος. 


οὗτός te δὴ χρησμῳδέων 


25 προσεφέρετό <oi> καὶ of τε Πεισιστρατίδαι καὶ οἱ ᾿Αλευάδαι 


γνώμας ἀποδεικνύμενοι. 


‘Os δὲ ἀνεγνώσθη Ἐξέρξης στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν ᾿Ελλάδα, 
ἐνθαῦτα δευτέρῳ μὲν ἔτεξ μετὰ τὸν θάνατον τὸν Δαρείου 


πρῶτα στρατηίην ποιέεται ἐπὶ τοὺς ἀπεστεῶτας. 


τούτους μέν 


νυν καταστρεψάμενος καὶ Αἴγυπτον πᾶσαν πολλὸν δουλοτέρην 


21 «ἐς» σφάλμα Stein 


τήν τε «ἄλλην: Stein® 25 


προεφέρετο ABC: «οἷ» add. Stein? || καὶ of ᾿Αλευάδαι om. ABC 


7. 3 στρατηίην Weseeling: στρατιὴν 


Holder 


power: a conjunction interpreted to 
refer to the rising of the islet between 
Thera and Therasia and the Roman vic- 
tory over Philip of Macedon in 197 B.o. 
κατὰ “Hs The accus- 
ative might have been expected, but 


cp. 6. 285 infra. 
: ν ὃ “ os. The 


μι 
expulsion must be dated Ὀοίοσο mid- 
summer 514 Β.0., cp. 5. 55. Hipparchos 
wight perhaps be said to have effected 
it, even without being himself actually 
‘tyrant’; but op. my note ad lc. 

19. ὅκως, neither modal nor final, 
but simply temporal and iterative (opt.) ; 
a frequent use in Hdt. (υ. L. ἃ S. 
sub v. A. I. 7). Cp. note to 8. 14 infra. 

21. εἰ μὲν .. τῶν piv. . ὃ δέ The 

uence and antithesis are not quite 
strict, but the subject of the sentence 
is expressed and emphasized by the 

rticle, in accordance with a common 
evice of Hdt.’s ; cp. Index Verb. s.v. δέ. 
ἐνέοι semel : aliis locts εἴη (Bahr). 

24. ἐξηγεόμενος, “expounding, in con- 
formity with his oracles” (Stein) ; cp. for 
an illustration Mardonios’ exegesis, 9. 42. 
But the phrase is used in 8. 4 without 
any oracular suggestion: Καμβύσῃ... 
ἀπορέοντι τὴν ἔλασιν, ὅκως τὴν ἄνυδρον 
διεκπερᾷ, ἐπελθὼν (ὁ Φάνης) φράζει μὲν 
καὶ τὰ ἄλλα τὰ ᾿Αμάσιος πρήγματα, 
ἐξηγέεται δὸ καὶ τὴν ἔλασιν κτλ. 


4 πᾶσαν om. 8: approb. 


(Stein would read στήν re ἄλλην ἔλασιν 
in this place). 
ve. It is remarkable that 

Demaratos plays no part in this aneo- 
dote: was he not in Susat Cp. α 8 
supra. π does duty with the 
Peisistratids and Aleuads, as well as 
with Onomakritos. The defective style 
of Hdt. in this anecdote has been the 
subject of remark (cp. Kaibel, Sti «. 
Text d. Il. A. p. 29). Such defects may 
at times arise from ill-digested sources— 
here, for example—but hardly in the 
other case cited by Kaibel (c. 8 a ay 
q.v.) ; and these stylistic failures woul 
be most natural in the portion of Hdt.’s 
work eee ar gee 

7 1. alert at good evidence 
can Hdt. have had that, even before the 
reconquest of Egypt, Xerxes was resolved 
on the ultimate invasion of Hellas? Or, 
conversely, that this resolution was sub- 
sequently abandoned? At any rate, the 
effect of the statement is to reduce the 
reconquest of Egypt to a mere episode, 
and to exalt the reinvasion of Hellas 
into the main object of Persian policy, 
and that rightly enough. Dramatically, 
psychologically, and for the sake of the 
great historic argument, the decision 
ascribed to Xerxes is acceptable. 

2. δευτέρῳ μὲν ἔτεϊ μ.τιθ.τ.Δ. If the 
‘years’ are calendar years, the invasion 


6-8 ΠΟΛΎΜΝΙΑ 9 


ποιήσας ἢ ἐπὶ Δαρείου ἦν, ἐπιτράπει ᾿Αχαιμένεϊ ἀδελφεῷ μὲν 5 
ἑωυτοῦ Δαρείου δὲ παιδί. ᾿Αχαιμένεα μέν νυν ἐπιτροπεύοντα 
Αὐγύπτονυ χρόνῳ μετέπειτα ἐφόνευσε ᾿Ἰνάρως ὁ Ψαμμητίχον 
ἀνὴρ Λίβυς. ἘΞέρξης δὲ μετὰ Αἰγύπτου ἅλωσιν ὡς ἔμελλε ἐς 8 
χεῖρας ἄξεσθαι τὸ στράτευμα τὸ ἐπὶ τὰς ᾿Αθήνας, σύλλογον 
ἐπίκλητον Περσέων τῶν ἀρίστων ἐποιέετο, ἵνα γνώμας τε 
πύθηται σφέων καὶ αὐτὸς ἐν πᾶσι εἴπῃ τὰ θέλει. ὡς δὲ συνε- 
λέχθησαν, ἔλεξε Ἐξέρξης τάδε. “ ἄνδρες Πέρσαι, οὔτ᾽ αὐτὸς ς 


8. 2 τὸ poster. 1. om. ABCd 


of Egypt might have taken place within 
twelve months of the death of Dareios ; 
otherwise, of course, the anniversary of 
the death occurs before the invasion. 
Curiously little is here made of this 
rebellion in Egypt and its reduction: 
was it a trifling affair? It appears from 
Egyptian sources that Egypt enjoyed a 
native (or Libyan) king, Chabbasch by 
name, a votary of the Memphite god, 
Ptah. The death of an Apis is recorded 
for the second year of his rei The 
temples in Buto were enriched by grants 
of land. Some measures were taken to 

rotect the mouths and marshes of the 

ile from the Asiatic fleet. (Cp. Wiede- 
mann, 4eg. Gesch. ii. 685; Noldeke, 
Aufedize, 41.) But all this leaves no 
impression upon the traditions in Hdt., 
whether here or elsewhere (not even in 
Bk. 2). The middle verbs ποιέεται, 
καταστρεψάμενος, suggest that Xerxes 
did not in person visit Egypt. 

δ. "Ay. εἴ, Achaimenes, the full 
brother of Xerxes (cp. ὁ. 2 supra), appears 
below in cotaitiand of the Egyptian 
contingent ; cp. c. 97 infra. He may 
have effected the overthrow of Chabbasch. 
His subsequent death, at the hands of 
Inaros the Libyan, has been previously 
related by Hat. ὦ ΠΡῸΣ indeed 
this passage was the earlier com ; 
a view supported by the complete a Sheed 
of any cross reference. The rebellion of 
Inaros is to be dated 460 B.c. ; cp. Thue. 
1. 104. On this passage cp. Introd. § 8. 

8. 1. ‘Xerxes’ is general] 
taken as the subject ; but might not 
στρά be the subject, and ἄξεσθαι 
passive (nde és χεῖρας ἄγεσθαι in 1. 126 
notwithstanding)? ἄξεσθαι in . BENE, 
rag ἐν Agam. 1632, Plato . 458}, 
in cases with personal subject ; but 
Thucyd. 4. 115. 2 has μηχανῆς μελλούσης 
προσάξεσθαι. 


2. τὸ ἐπὶ τὰς ᾿Αθήνας : narrowing 
the objective of the undertaking, cp. 
c. 5 supra, and 6. 44. The article (rds) 
is notable. 

σύλλογον ἐπίκλητον Περσέων τῶν 
ν: an important Persian insti- 
tution, and at least a potential check 
on the absolute monarchy. Cp. 8. 101 
ἐβουλεύετο ἅμα Περσέων τοῖσι ἐπικλήτοισι, 
and 9. 42, where a similar council 
surrounds Mardonios. (In ο. 208 infra 
ἐπίκλητοι is merely predicative, as in 5. 
75.) The same councillors are summoned 
again, c. 18 infra; but the king may 
have had considerable latitude in the 
choice of his council and the particular 
summons issued, cp. c. 27 infra (Περσέων 
τοὺς wapedyras), c. 58 (II. τοὺς δοκι- 
μωτάτους), c. 119 (οἱ ὁμόσιτοι), o 147 
(ol πάρεδροι).. The Council of War before 
Salamis is naturally more general, 8. 67, 
but the ἐπικλητοί or σύμβουλοι Περσέων 
reappear in 8. 101, and may to some 
extent be covered by the anecdote in 8. 
119 (Πέρσας καὶ Περσέων τοὺς wpwrovs). 
On the celebrated ‘ Dareios’ vase there 
are six councillors; the figure behind 
the throne is plainly not one of the 
council, but a et | (cp. Baumeister, 
Denkmiler, i. 408 ff. and Plate vi.). 
The heads of the six great Houses may 
have formed an inner ring (cp. 8. 84, 
118), but there was a wider Privy 
Council, as here implied, and the status 
and title of councillor was probabl 
distinctly recognized (cp. Book o Daniel, 
8. 24 ef al.), though the king might 
presumably summon whom he would, 
and on 8 campaign the councils of war 
would naturally be composed of military 
officers. For other parallel cases cp. 1. 
206 (Kyros), 3. 65 (Kambyses). 

5. O The λόγος Héptov which 
follows is cited by Dionys. Halicar. de 
adm. vi dicendi in Demosth, 41 (not, as 
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κατηγήσομαι νόμον τόνδε ἐν ὑμῖν τιθείς, παραδεξάμενός τε 
αὐτῷ χρήσομαι. ὡς γὰρ ἐγὼ πυνθάνομαι τῶν πρεσβυτέρων, 
οὐδαμά κω ἠτρεμίσαμεν, ἐπείτε παρελάβομεν τὴν ἡγεμονίην 
τήνδε παρὰ Μήδων, Κύρου κατελόντος ᾿Αστυάγεα: ἀλλὰ θεός 
10 Te οὕτω ἄγει καὶ αὐτοῖσι ἡμῖν πολλὰ ἐπέπουσι συμφέρεται 


ἐπὶ τὸ ἄμεινον. 


τὰ μέν νυν Κῦρός τε καὶ Καμβύσης πατήρ 
τε ἐμὸς Δαρεῖος κατεργάσαντο καὶ προσεκτήσαντο 
ἐπισταμένοισι εὖ οὐκ ἄν τις λέγοι. 


ἔθνεα, 


ἐγὼ δὲ ἐπείτε παρέλαβον 


τὸν θρόνον τοῦτον, ἐφρόντιζον ὅκως μὴ λείψομαι τῶν πρότερον 
15 γενομένων ἐν τιμῇ τῇδε μηδὲ ἐλάσσω προσκτήσομαι δύναμιν 


Πέρσῃσι" 


8 ἡτρεμίσαμεν ΑΒ: ἡτρεμήσαμεν 
12 «τε; καὶ Naber 
del. Tournier : an potius εὖ t ὑμῖν ἂν legendum ? 


(ειν B, -ηἴ d) 


φροντίζων δὲ εὑρίσκω ἅμα μὲν κῦδος ἡμῖν [τε] 


9 Αστνυάγεα Z: ἀστυάγην 
18 εὖ «ὑμῖν: ϑιείπδ || οὐκ 
14 τοῦτον, R: θρόνον, 


τοῦτο ceteri: θρόνον τοῦτον vel θρόνον, τούτου teatim. | λείψομαι P: 


λήψομαι d: λείψωμαι ceteri et Dionys. 


16 ἡμῖν B, Holder: ἡμῖν τε 


(re ἡμῖν Stein?, van H.): τε sec]. Stein? 


Blakesley vaguely says, ‘‘in the treatise 
in which he com the relative merits 
of Herodotus and Thucydides,” viz. pre- 
sumably the da a Pomp.) asan example 
of the mean between the ‘austere’ or 
dry and the elegant or ‘sweet’ styles, 
and converted into Attic (or κοινή). 
The speech itself—with those which 
follow—is ‘‘quite unhistorical” (Rawlin- 
son), and ‘‘ obviously of Hellenic manu- 
facture’ (Blakesley). In short, we have 
here examples of Hdt.’s own creation 
(Ἡρόδοτος Ξέρξῃ περιτιθεὶς τὸν λόγον, 
Dionys. Ζ.0.). Kaibel (Stil μ. Text, p. 
80 n. ᾿ points out that Thuc. 5. 105 ‘has 
imitated and improved upon the opening 
passage; Baehr, from the observed re- 
semblance, had argued that Hdt. was 
putting Greek formulae into the mouth 
of a foreign speaker (as often). 
6. νόμον τόνδε. Xerxes specifies his 
relation to the law before specifying 
what the law is—a procedure sty istically 
defective (Kaibel, 2.¢.). The ‘law’ in 
epee is not, indeed, expressly speci- 
ed at all, but may be infe to be 
the law of ‘ expansive empire’ or of 
‘imperial expansion (οὐδαμὰ κω ἡἠτρεμί- 
σαμεν), under divine leading (θεός τε 
οὕτω ἄγει), with excellent results (συμφ. 
ἐπὶ τὸ ἄμεινον). It is a ‘law,’ in fact, 
rather in the indicative than in the 
imperative form, and previously exem- 
By tyres by the Median empire 1. 185, and 
Kyros 1. 190. 


8. ἠτρεμίσαμεν. ἀτρεμίζειν 9. 74 ef 
αἷ. -Ξ- ἀτρέμας ἔχειν 8. 14, 16; 9. 52, 53. 
Both verbs, drpeuéw and ἀτρεμίζω, are 
found, usually with negative (as here) ; 
but cp. c. 18 infra. Stein treats drpeulfeyr 
as the Herodotean form. (Neither word 
is ae Attic.) 

Ks x. ᾿Αστυά 1. 
197 ff. There could of peste no 
reference in this speech to that 
—even if the speech were of later com- 
position. 

10. πολλὰ brérover. Cp. πόλεμον 
ἐφ. Bimonid., reprwAds καὶ θαλίας Archil., 
ὅσια καὶ γομιμά Aristoph. cgay 
675 (L. ἃ 8. sud v.). 
Ἔν in melius cadunt, prospere pate 
(Baehr). Cp. 4. 15, 156, and c. 88 

vro = 


infra. 
κατεστρέψαντο 
ἀν cp. 6. 6 supra. 


12. κα 
ping not in ae apposition to 
τὰ ee ve; cp. c. 6]. 21 supra. 


14. τὸν Ὧν The Tragedians use 
0; 


the eS cp. σκῆπτρα c. 52 infra, 
and note ad 

ὅκως μὴ λείψομαι is correct (not 
λείψωμαι, cp. ry, eiligenstidt, de finalsum 


enuntiatorum usr, ἐπε θὴ (1892), p. 21). 

16. ἅμα μέν κκλ. The text here is in 
trouble, from a superfluity of re. May 
it not have run originally: κῦδος ἡμῖν 
προσγινόμενον (or γινόμενον) χώρην 
viv ἐκτήμεθα ἑτέρην οὐκ ἐλάσσονα οὐδὲ 
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προσγινόμενον χώρην τε τῆς νῦν ἐκτήμεθα οὐκ ἐλάσσονα οὐδὲ 
φλαυροτέρην παμφορωτέρην δέ, ἅμα δὲ τιμωρίην τε καὶ τίσιν 


γινομένην. διὸ ὑμέας νῦν ἐγὼ συνέλεξα, ἵνα τὸ νοέω πρήσσειν 
ὑπερθέωμα, ὑμῖν: μέλλω ζεύξας τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον ἐλᾶν 20 


στρατὸν διὰ τῆς Εὐρώπης ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἵνα ᾿Αθηναίους 
τιμωρήσωμαι ὅσα δὴ πεποιήκασι Πέρσας τε καὶ πατέρα τὸν 
ἐμόν. ὡρᾶτε μέν νυν καὶ [πατέρα τὸν ἐμὸν] Δαρεῖον ἰθύοντα 
στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄνδρας τούτους. ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν τετελεύτηκε 
καὶ οὐκ ἐξεγένετο αὐτῷ τιμωρήσασθαι" ἐγὼ δὲ ὑπέρ τε ἐκείνου 25 
καὶ τῶν ἄλλων Ἰ]Περσέων οὐ πρότερον παύσομαι .. πρὶν ἢ 
ὅλω τε καὶ πυρώσω τὰς ᾿Αθήνας, οἵ γε ἐμὲ καὶ πατέρα τὸν 
ἐμὸν ὑπῆρξαν ἄδικα ποιεῦντες. πρῶτα μὲν ἐς Σάρδις ἐλθόντες, 
ἅμα ᾿Αρισταγόρῃ τῷ Μιλησίῳ δούλῳ δὲ ἡμετέρῳ ἀπικόμενοι, 
ρησαν τά τε. ἄλσεα καὶ τὰ ἱρά: δεύτερα δὲ ἡμέας οἷα 30 
ἔρξαν ἐς τὴν σφετέρην ἀποβάντας, ὅτε Δᾶτίς τε καὶ ᾿Αρτα- 





17 χώρης ABC 


28 ἐλθόντες παρὰ Dionys. 
sed cf. Baechr 


Φλαυροτέρην παμφορωτέρην τε προσκτώ- 
μενοι, ἅμα δέ κτλ. 1 
17. τῆς, by attraction. 
οὐκ ἐλάσσοναι In Hdt.’s own 
geography Europe was much larger than 
Asia ; cp. 4. 42 with note ad J. 

21. “‘Konvatovs. It is observable that 
there is not a word against the Spartans 
and their treatment of the Persian heralds, 
as described c. 186 infra: a curious 
omission here, if Hdt. had been ac- 

uainted with that anecdote when he 
penned this passage. 

ro μ ΠΡ eds α. 

ve is, of course, imperf. 
these στρα a 234, 3. 
39. ἰθύειν, a gach word (Homeric), 
with a purely physical significance in the 
liad, and a purely mental significance 
in the Odyssey (thas shedding a ray 
pa a the respective dates and authorship 
of those poems ; cp. Monro, Od. xii.—xxiv. 
App. II. § 4. Hdt. has the word in 
the ger sense 4. 122, 
25. ype αὐτῷ : cp. c. 4 supra. 
ἐγὼ δὲ ὑπέρ τε ἐκείνου. The vow 
of Xerxes is an act of filial piety ; upon 
the motivation in this whole passage see 
farther 1. $2 infra. 

27. τὰς "A , οἴ γε. ‘Athens, 

whose sons. .,, an obvious constr. ad 


18 δέ d, Stein®: re 
om. R, Dionys.: seclusi || Δαρεῖον secl. Cobet 
Stein*, τιμωρεόμενος vel sim. suppl. cena. 

29 ἀπικόμενοι om. Dionys, approb. Holder, 


23 πατέρα τὸν ἐμὸν 
26 lacunam indic. 
27 ἐμέ τε καὶ Dionys. 


sensum. Stein cps. Od. y (21.) 818, and 
C.I.G. 71 ὁ ἐν τῇσι πόλεσιν of ἂν χρῶνται 
τῷ ἱερῷ. 

29. ἅμα Serer Aristagoras, 
according to 5. 99, had not accompanied 
the Athenians up to Sardes. There 
could be little likelihood of such an 
inconsequence, if Hdt. had just written 
the story of the Ionian revolt before 
writing this . The better sup- 
position is that the speech of Xerxes is 
of older composition than the story of 
the revolt ; cp. Introduction, 88 7, 8. 

ἀπικόμενοι must be retained ; vide 
App. Crit. supra. 

30. τά τε ἄλσεα καὶ τὰ ἱρά. The 
king’s concern is in part for the gods ; 
for the motivation cp. next note but 


two. 

31. ὅτε Aarls τε καὶ ᾿ἈΑΡΤΑΤΡ ῚΣ 
ἐστρατήγεον. The omission of Hippias * 
is observable, but not unnatural, in the 
king’s mouth, addressing an exclusively 
Persian meeting ; nor could any distinct 
reference to the story of the Marathonian 
campaign as told in Bk. 6 be here ex- 
pected ; nevertheless the character of 
this reference, with its air of ancient 
history about it, best accords with the 
supposition that Hdt. had not composed 
Bk. 6 when he wrote this speech. 
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φρένης ἐστρατήγεον, τὰ ἐπίστασθέ κου πάντες. τούτων μὲν 
τοίνυν εἵνεκα ἀνάρτημαι ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς στρατεύεσθαι, ἀγαθὰ δὲ 
ἐν αὐτοῖσι τοσάδε ἀνευρίσκω λογιζόμενος" εἰ τούτους τε καὶ 
35 τοὺς τούτοισι πλησιοχώρους καταστρεψόμεθα, of Πέλοπος τοῦ 
Φρυγὸς νέμονται χώρην, γῆν τὴν Περσίδα ἀποδέξομεν τῷ 
Διὸς αἰθέρι ὁμουρέουσαν: οὐδὲ γὰρ ἄλλην χώρην γε οὐδεμίαν 
κατόψεται ἥλιος ὅμουρον ἐοῦσαν τῇ ἡμετέρῃ, ἀλλὰ σφέας 
πάσας ἐγὼ ἅμα ὑμῖν μίαν χώρην θήσω, διὰ πάσης διεξελθὼν 
,“ο τῆς Εὐρώπης. πυνθάνομαι γὰρ ὧδε ἔχειν, οὔτε τινὰ πόλιν 
ἀνδρῶν οὐδεμίαν οὔτε ἔθνος οὐδὲν ἀνθρώπων ὑπολείπεσθαι, τὸ 
ἡμῖν οἷόν te ἔσται ἐλθεῖν ἐς μάχην, τούτων τῶν κατέλεξα 


ὑπεξαραιρημένων. 
ζυγὸν οἵ τε ἀναίτιοι. 


οὕτω οἵ τε ἡμῖν αἴτιοι ὅξουσι δούλιον 
ὑμεῖς δ᾽ ἄν μοι τάδε ποιέοντες χαρίζοισθε" 


32 τὰ om. Dionya approb. Holder et Stein! || μὲν τοίνυν Stein?: 


μέντοι : ‘immo μὲν δὴ Bekker 


84 εὑρίσκω ἀναλογιζόμενος & 81 


οὐ γὰρ δὴ χώρην B approb. Holder Stein!? || οὐδεμίαν del. van H. 


82. τά: strongly demonstrative (cp. 
τῶν c. 6 supra) but omitted by Dionys. “ἢ 
᾿ το .. ἄνεκα. At least seven 

good reasons have been stated for the 

ing’s resolve: (1) filial piety, (2) 
religion, (3) revenge, (4) justice, (5) 
profit, (6) honour, (7) ambition. 

33. ἀνάρτημαι, ‘I am ready,’ ‘fully 

"The later lexicographers 
Watch, Gk. Verbs, followed by Ἢ & 
S.) have corrected the confusion in 
Schweigh. between dprdw and dpréopas 
(with its compounds, as here), both 
words being frequently used by Hdt. 
(e.g. , 1. 125 (dpréara), 8. 19 
Hornro), 5. 31 (ἠρτημένα), 6. 109, 9. 68 ; 
t, 5. 120 (dpréovro), 8. 97 (ἀρτέετο), 
c. 143 infra (ἀρτέεσθαι) ; ἀρτέομαι does 
not asa rule take the augment, but cp. 
9. 29 (παρήρτητο). 

84, ἐν αὐτοῖσι, ‘therein.’ Cp. Index 
Verb. sud v. 

35. Πέλοπος τοῦ Φρυγός in the mouth 
of Xerxes gives a further claim against 
the Peloponnesians—which a notice of 
the Spartan outrage on the heralds 
would have strengthened, had Xerxes 
(or Hdt.) but known it. Cp. 1. 21 above. 

86. γῆν τὴν Περσίδα. Certainly not 
Persis, or Persia proper, cp. 8. 97, but 
the whole empire (primarily a land, not 
a sea power). The earth is here (Stein 
observes) conceived as a plane with the 
heaven, a solid dome, above—Hadt.’s 
own view doubtless (cp. 4. 86, 5. 92), 
but also appropriate in the king’s mouth ; 


cp. 1. 181, of the Persians: τὸν κύκλον 
πάντα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ Ala xadéorres. The 
Persian Zeus would be Ahura-mazda. 
The sun may set on the Persian empire 
(it could not but do so with that geo- 
phy), but it shall never, according to 
erxes (Hdt.), rise on any other (οὐ γὰρ 
δὴ χώρην γε κτλ.). Xerxes anticipates 
Alexander; Arrian, Anad. 5. 26. 

39. διὰ τῆς Εἰ : 
like the Danube, 4. 49 (ῥέων). et 
the statement is not really consistent, 
in either case, with Hdt.’s own concep- 
tion ernie is op. 4. 42. 

40. ιν γθρόπων 
marks exactly tee Greck distinction be- 
tween civilized and uncivilized humanity; 
cp. c. 1 supra. 

42. rév, by attraction. 

43. ὑπεξαραιρημένων. Not ‘put out of 
the land of the living’ but ‘put out 
of the number of our enemies’ (Stein). 
L. & S. reduce it to ‘these being out of 
the question.’ Is there any suggestion 
of physical removal by transportation, 
in accordance with Persian methods? 
The force of the ὑπό is not very clear 
(‘by degrees’?); but the ὑπολείπεσθαι 
supra may have suggested its repeti- 
tion. 

δούλιον ζυγόν appears to be an 
Aischylean wan μόδον Pers. 50; ep. 
Introduction, § 10. 

44, τάδε ποιέοντεξ : i.e. ef ποιέοιτε 
τε (‘as follows’); a conditional parti- 
ciple. 
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ἐπεὰν ὑμῖν σημήνω τὸν χρόνον és τὸν ἥκειν δεῖ, προθύμως 45 


πάντα τινὰ ὑμέων χρήσει παρεῖναι. ὃς ἂν δὲ ἔχων ἥκῃ 
παρεσκευασμένον στρατὸν κάλλιστα, δώσω οἱ δῶρα τὰ τιμιώτατα 
νομίζεται εἶναι ἐν ἡμετέρου. ποιητέα μέν νυν ταῦτα ἐστὶ 
οὕτω" ἵνα δὲ μὴ ἰδιοβουλεύειν ὑμῖν δοκέω, τίθημε τὸ πρῆγμα 


ἐς μέσον, γνώμην κελεύων ὑμέων τὸν βουλόμενον ἀποφαίνεσθαι.Ἶ 50 


ταῦτα εἴπας ἐπαύετο. 


Mer’ αὐτὸν δὲ Μαρδόνιος ἔλεγε “ὦ δέσποτα, οὐ μοῦνον 9 


εἷς τῶν γενομένων Περσέων ἄριστος ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν ἐσομένων, 
ὃς τά τε ἄλλα λέγων ἐπίκεο ἄριστα καὶ ἀληθέστατα, καὶ 
Ἴωνας τοὺς ἐν τῇ Εὐρώπῃ κατοικημένους οὐκ ἐάσεις καταγε- 
λάσαι ἡμῖν ἐόντας ἀναξίους. καὶ γὰρ δεινὸν ἂν εἴη πρῆγμα, 
εἰ Σάκας μὲν καὶ “Ivdods καὶ Αἰθίοπάς τε καὶ ᾿Ασσυρίους 
ἄλλα τε ἔθνεα πολλὰ καὶ μεγάλα ἀδικήσαντα Πέρσας οὐδέν, 
ἀλλὰ δύναμιν προσκτᾶσθαι βουλόμενοι, καταστρεψάμενοι 
δούλους ἔχομεν, "EXAnvas δὲ ὑπάρξαντας ἀδικίης οὐ τιμωρη- 


σόμεθα: τί δείσαντες; κοίην πλήθεος συστροφήν; κοίην δὲ 
49 ἰδιοβονλέειν B Holder: ἴδιον βουλεύειν Lobeck 9. 2 
«προ» γενομένων Stein? 8 καὶ «ὅτι: Ἴωνας id. 9 τιμωρη- 


σοίμεθα Naber 


45. τὸν χρόνον looks here almost like 
ἃ point of time: a very unusual meaning. 

47. τά: relative. The actual items 
are set forth in Xen. Anab. 1. 2. 27. 

c. 19 infra. 
ae ἐν looks anomalous, but 
is found 1. 35. Stein cps. ἐς ἡμετέρου in 
Hom. Hymn. Herm. 370, while Od. 2. 55 
has els ἡμέτερον. 

49. vy: an anomalous 
form for ἰδιοβουλέειν (ἰδιόβονλος) or ἰδίῃ 
βουλεύειν (Stein) ; cp. App. Crit. 

50. & : ep. 6, 129. 

9. 2. , ‘that have ever been’ 
or ‘come into the world.’ Stein’s emenda- 
tion προγενομένων omits the living! ὅς, 
‘inasmuch as thou.’ 

ὃ. ἐπίκοο : rem acu tetigisti (Schweigh.); 
ep. ἐπικέσθαι, c. 35 dag 

4. “Ἴωνας τ. ἐν τῇ Edp. x. need not be 
restricted to the Athenians, but may be 
taken as equivalent to” Ἑλληνας just below, 
the triple division, “Iw»és re καὶ Αἰολέες καὶ 
Δωριέες, ἃ little lower, notwithstanding. 
The Jews knew the Greeks at large as 
Javan, Javanim (0°) ; Dareios denotes 
‘the whole extent of his Greek dominions’ 
as Yuna (Babyl. Yavanu), e.g. Behistun 
Inscrip. col. i. § 6. Aischyl. Pers, 182 


makes Atossa speak of Ἰαόνων y= 
Hellas; Aristoph. Acharn. 104 makes 
Pseudartabas address an Athenian Greek 
᾿Ιαοναῦ, and so forth. Thus the phrase 
may here be regarded as ‘characteristi- 
cally Oriental,’ and strictly appropriate. 

δ. ἀναξίους, sc. ἡμῖν καταγελάσαι. 
Schweigh. takes it abs., ‘men of naught’ 
(xaray. ἡμῶν the usual Attic), 

δεινὸν ἂν dn. . εἰ. . οὐ τιμωρη- 
σόμεθα. Stein explains the οὐ on the 
ground that the εἶξε ὅτε (siquidem) and 
rien 6. 46 infra εἰ. . περίεσται, etc. In 
this case the construction may be facili- 
tated by the coalescence of οὐ---τιμωρη- 
σόμεθα as a single idea (:-Ξ- ἐάσομεν), and 
also by the precedence of οὐδέν. Sitzler 
suggests that Ἕλληνας δέ may begin the 
fres San boli sentence. Bs is 
rather anomalous. ἔχομεν is not a mere 
auxiliary (dis). 

10. συστ : the Herodotean use of 
the verb συστρέφειν (conglobare), 9. 18 
infra, 1. 101, 6. 6, may explain the 
substantive. χρημάτων ν (as in 
Thuc. 1. 25. 4), rather spoilt by the 
occurrence of δύναμις on each side of it in 
the immediate context. Unless ἐοῦσαν 
ἀσθενέα is taken with τὴν μάχην as well 


5 


20 σκαιότητος. 
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χρημάτων δύναμιν; τῶν ἐπιστάμεθα μὲν τὴν μάχην, ἐπι- 
στάμεθα δὲ τὴν δύναμιν ἐοῦσαν ἀσθενέα" ἔχομεν δὲ αὐτῶν 
παῖδας καταστρεψάμενοι, τούτους οὗ ἐν τῇ ἡμετέρῃ κατοικη- 
μένοι "Ἴωνές τε καὶ Αἰολέες καὶ Δωριέες καλέονται. ἐπειρήθην 
ις δὲ καὶ αὐτὸς ἤδη ἐπελαύνων ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄνδρας τούτους ὑπὸ 
πατρὸς τοῦ σοῦ κελευσθείς, καί μοι μέχρι Μακεδονίης ἐλάσαντι 
καὶ ὀλίγον ἀπολιπόντε ἐς αὐτὰς ᾿Αθήνας ἀπικέσθαι οὐδεὶς 


ἠντιώθη ἐς μάχην. 
ἀβουλότατα πολέμους 


καίτοι γε ἐώθασι “Ἕλληνες, ὡς πυνθάνομαι, 
ἵστασθαι ὑπό τε ἀγνωμοσύνης καὶ 
ἐπεὰν γὰρ ἀλλήλοισι πόλεμον προείπωσι, ἐξευ- 


ρόντες τὸ κάλλιστον χωρίον καὶ λειότατον, ἐς τοῦτο κατιόντες 
μάχονται, ὥστε σὺν κακῷ μεγάλῳ <Kal> οἱ νικῶντες ἀπαλ- 
λάσσονται" περὶ δὲ τῶν ἑσσουμένων οὐδὲ λέγω ἀρχήν, ἐξώλεες 
γὰρ δὴ γίνονται" τοὺς χρῆν ἐόντας ὁμογλώσσους κήρυξί τε 
25 διαχρεωμένους καὶ ἀγγέλοισι καταλαμβάνειν τὰς διαφορὰς καὶ 


18 ἐώθασί ye Cobet 


as with τὴν δύναμιν, ἐπιστάμεθα is not used 
in quite the same sense and construction 
each time. With the form of rhetoric 
in the passage Baehr cps. Aeschyl. Pers. 
240. bp. Introduction, § 11. 

14. ἐπειρήθην, from the dep. πειράομαι 
(active πειρᾶν 6. 82, 84), retains a middle 
force ; cp. 4. 80 and 9. 46 (τεπείρηται), 
c. 125 infra (érerecpéaro). Mardonios, 
as one of the dramatis personae, of course 
could not expressly refer to the story of 
his expedition as told Hdt. 6. 43-45, 
but he certainly presents a view of the 
event amounting to a flat contradiction. 
This result might be put down to the 
historian’s humour; but it is more 
natural to see in it further evidence of 
the priority and independence of Bk. 7. 
Mardonios account of his own exploit 
is, indeed, not so far removed from the 
truth ; but had the adventure been the 
miserable fiasco described in Bk. 6, there 
would have been a difficulty, or absurdity, 
in the reference to it here. The state- 
ment Saale the failure of the Greeks 
to oppose his passage conveys a criticism 
implicitly on Hellenic policy (cp. Thuc. 
1, 69. 5); but the criticism is (as Stein 
remarks) entirely beside the point, and 
undramatic. Mardonios is, in fact, merely 
the mouthpiece of Herodotus, who wishes 
to give his nation a lesson. Stein sug- 

ts a direct reference to the circum- 
stances of the Peloponnesian war; but 
the description of Greek warfare in this 


22 καὶ supplev. Stein? 


passage (ἐπεὰν γὰρ --- ἐξώλεες γὰρ δὴ 
γίνονται) suits the antecedents and cir- 
cumstances of the ten years’ war (431- 
421 8.c.) extremely ill, and moreover 
this passage belongs (I take it) to the 
earlier composition of Hdt. There is no 
apparent reference to the destruction of 
Plataea. The wars here referred to are 
such as those between Argos and Sparta, 
Athens and Megara, Sybaris and Croton, 
and so forth, Hdt. may have had in 
view also the war between Eretria and 
Chalkis, which was falsely regarded by 
the Greek tradition in the fourth century 
as having been waged περὶ τοῦ AnAdvrov 
πεδίου (Strabo, 465, cp. 448). A well- 
known passage of Polybios puts a more 
enerous construction upon the archaic 
reek belli jura, as dictated by feelings 
of honour and a desire for a final de- 
cision: μόνην δὲ τὴν ἐκ χειρὸς καὶ συστάδην 
γιγνομένην μάχην ἀληθινὴν ὑπελάμβανον 
εἶναι κρίσιν πραγμάτων ἡ καὶ τοὺς πολέ- 
μους ἀλλήλοις προὔλεγον καὶ τὰς μάχας, 
ὅτε προθοῖντο διακινδυνεύειν, καὶ τοὺς τόπου, 
εἰς οὖς μέλλοιεν ἐξιέναι παραταξάμενοι 
<mwaparatépeva> (18. 8. 3). With the 
tential elements of unity in Hellas 
ere specified by Hdt. should be com- 
pared the fuller statement put into the 
ae of the Athenian speaker 8. 144 
infra. 
25. καταλαμβάνειν τ. δι, ‘to quash 
their differences” (Blakesley), ‘‘to make 
up their differences ” (Rawlinson), ‘‘ diri- 
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παντὶ μᾶλλον ἢ μάχῃσι" εἰ δὲ πάντως eee πολεμέειν πρὸς 
ἀλλήλους, ἐξευρίσκειν χρῆν τῇ ἑκάτεροι εἰσὶ δυσχειρωτότατοι, 
καὶ ταύτῃ πειρᾶν. τρόπῳ τοίνυν οὐ χρηστῷ “Ἕλληνες δια- 
χρεώμενοι, ἐμέο ἐλάσαντος μέχρε Μακεδονίης γῆς, οὐκ ἦλθον 
ἐς τούτου λόγον ὥστε μάχεσθαι. σοὶ δὲ δὴ μέλλει τίς ὦ 30 
βασιλεῦ ἀντιώσεσθα, πόλεμον προφέρων, ἄγοντι καὶ πλῆθος 
τὸ ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης καὶ νέας τὰς ἁπάσας; ὧς μὲν ἐγὼ δοκέω, 
οὐκ ἐς τοῦτο θράσεος ἀνήκει τὰ Ἑλλήνων πρήγματα" εἰ δὲ 
ἄρα ἔγωγε ψευσθείην γνώμῃ καὶ ἐκεῖνοι ἐπαερθέντες ἀβουλίῃ 
ἔλθοιεν ἡμῖν ἐς μάχην, μάθοιεν ἂν ὡς εἰμὲν ἀνθρώπων ἄριστοι 35 
τὰ πολέμια. ἔστω δ᾽ ὧν μηδὲν ἀπείρητον: αὐτόματον γὰρ 
οὐδέν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ πείρης πάντα ἀνθρώποισι φιλέει γίνεσθαι." 
Μαρδόνιος μὲν τοσαῦτα ἐπιλεήνας τὴν Ἐέρξεω γνώμην 10 
ἐπέπαυτο: σιωπώντων δὲ τῶν ἄλλων Περσέων καὶ οὐ τολ- 
μώντων γνώμην ἀποδείκνυσθαι ἀντίην τῇ προκειμένῃ, ᾿Αρτάβανος 
ὁ Ὕστάσπεος, πάτρως ἐὼν ἘΞέρξη, τῷ δὴ καὶ πίσυνος ἐὼν 
ἔλεγε τάδε. “ὦ βασιλεῦ, μὴ λεχθεισέων μὲν γνωμέων ἀντιέων ς 
ἀλλήλῃσι οὐκ ἔστι τὴν ἀμείνω αἱρεόμενον ἑλέσθαι, ἀλλὰ δεῖ 
τῇ εἰρημένῃ χρᾶσθαι, λεχθεισέων δὲ ἔστι, ὥσπερ τὸν χρυσὸν 


A > ᾽ 9 Ν 4 9 9 φ Γ 3 Ρ > 
τὸν ἀκήρατον αὐτὸν μὲν ἐπ᾽ ἑωυτοῦ ov διαγινώσκομεν, ἐπεὰν 





99 γῆς om. β 84 ἐγὼ B: ἐγώ τε Bekker || ἐπαερθέντες Stein: 
παρεκαρθέντες R: ἐπαρθέντες ceteri 36 πολεμήϊα 8 10. 2 
ἐπαύετο 6 4 Ὕστάσπεω Thom. M. p. 361 || ad ἤν. ἐὼν : ἦν Krueger 


6 ἑλέσθαι: zyer Bas Madvig : 
χρῆσθαι (cp. Weir Smyth § 167) 


mere” (Baehr), ‘‘cohibere’’ (Stein), ‘‘ to 
takeup .. and settle” (Macaulay), ‘‘to 
put an end to” (L. ἃ 8.); ς cp. δ. 21. 

27. replays the plural of groups, cp. 
ς. 11. 7 supra 

31. πλήῤου .. ἅπάσας. Stein points 
out that ἅπαν must be supplied with 
alee οὐ and ἐκ τῆς feild with νέας. 

85. ἀνθρώπων ἀνδρῶν would 


seem more natural, at Ἰδαϑὲ on the lips 


of a Greek. 
36. ἀ , ‘untried,’ ‘ un- 
attempted.’ Mardonios concludes with 


a jejuane Greek proverb, without much 
relation i ἐν revious haere 
Theog. 571, Theokr. 15. 62. e gnomic 
touch is quite Herodotean ; cp. Intro- 
duction, 8 11. 

10. 1. τοσαῦτα s τ᾿ El y.: 
‘‘when Mardonius had in this way (sic) 
softened the harsh speech of Xerxes” 
(Rawlinson); ‘‘after so far smoothing 


ἐπέπεσθαι van H. 


7 χρᾶσθαιβ: 


down [the objections to] the opinion of 
Xerxes” (Blakesley), understanding the 
metaphor as of a so tarp planin own 
a rough piece of wood ; ‘“‘smoothed over ” 
(Macaulay); ‘‘after adding so much in 
recommendation” (Stein), Sonneeune the 
word with ‘chewing’ (Xen. Mem. 1. 4. 
6), and so metaph. ‘mundgerecht, an- 
nehmlich eas CP 8. 142 infra. 
Ὑστάσπεος. His 
opposition to "the Skythian expedition 
is described 4. 83 very shortly, in a 
probably of later composition 
than the one here. Cp. Introduction, 
§§ 7, 8. 

4. te... ἐών: ἦν or εἴη dy? τῷ is 
relative. Not merely is there an ante- 
cedent ἐών but three immediately to 
come! (λεχθεισέων. . γνωμέων dyridwy). 

6. αἱρεόμενον ἑλέσθαι, rather pleon- 
astic. 


8. ἀκήρατος, prop. of liquids, but 
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δὲ παρατρίψωμεν ἄλλῳ χρυσῷ, διωγινώσκομεν τὸν ἀμείνω. 
10 ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ πατρὶ τῷ σῴ, ἀδελφεῷ δὲ ἐμῷ, [Δαρείῳ] ἠγόρενον 
μὴ στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ Σκύθας, ἄνδρας οὐδαμόθε γῆς ἄστυ 
νέμοντας" ὃ δὲ ἐλπίζων [Σκύθας τοὺς νομάδας] καταστρέψεσθαι 


ἐμοί τε οὐκ ἐπείθετο: στρατευσάμενός Te πολλοὺς καὶ ἀγαθοὺς 


τῆς στρατιῆς ἀποβαλὼν ἀπῆλθε. 


σὺ δὲ ὦ βασιλεῦ μέλλεις 


15 ἐπ᾿ ἄνδρας στρατεύεσθαι πολλὸν ἀμείνονας ἢ Σκύθας, of κατὰ 


θάλασσάν τε ἄριστοι καὶ κατὰ γῆν λέγονται εἶναι. 
αὐτοῖσι ἔνεστι δεινόν, ἐμὲ σοὶ δίκαιον ἐστὶ φράζειν. 


τὸ δὲ 
ζεύξας φὴς 


τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον ἐλᾶν στρατὸν διὰ τῆς Εὐρώπης ἐς τὴν 


“Ἑλλάδα. 


καὶ δὴ καὶ συνήνεικέ «σε ἤτοι κατὰ γῆν ἢ καὶ 


κατὰ θάλασσαν ἑσσωθῆναι, ἢ καὶ κατ᾿ ἀμφότερα: οἱ γὰρ 
ἄνδρες λέγονται εἶναι ἄλκιμοι, πάρεστι δὲ καὶ σταθμώσασθαι, 
εἰ στρατιήν γε τοσαύτην σὺν Δάτι καὶ ᾿Αρταφρένεϊ ἐλθοῦσαν 


ἐς τὴν ᾿Αττικὴν χώρην μοῦνοι ᾿Αθηναῖοι διέφθειραν. 


10 Δαρείῳ seclusi || ἀπηγόρεον Cobet 
860]. Stein? || καταστρέψεσθαι B: κατεστρέψεσθαι B: καταστρέ 
22 «τε: καὶ Naber 


19 oe suppl. Stein 


cp. Plato, Rep. 5034 τὸν δὲ πανταχοῦ 
ἀκήρατον ἐκβαίνοντα ὥσπερ χρυσὸν ἐν 
πυρὶ βασανιζόμενον κτλ., a more poetical 
word, perhaps, than ἄκρατος, albeit Hdt. 
4. 152 uses it of an ἐμπόριον. 

9. παρατρίψωμεν, sc. εἰς βάσανον L. 
ἃ 8., and not ‘on another gold,’ an 
interpretation which led Wesseling to 
suspect the text. Stein gives several 
instances of the metaphor: Theog. 417 
és βάσανον δ᾽ ἐλθὼν waparplBoua ὥστε 
μολίβδῳ χρυσός, etc.: Pindar, Pyth. 10. 
67 πειρῶντι δὲ καὶ χρυσὸς ἐν βασάνῳ 
πρέπει καὶ νόος ὀρθός: Bakchyl. Frag. 
51 (Kenyon) Λυδία μὲν γὰρ λίθος μανύει 
χρυσόν, ἀνδρῶν δ᾽ ἀρετὰν σοφίαν τε ray- 
κρατὴς ἐλέγχει ἀλάθεια, and others. On 
the touchstone, Heraclius or Lydius 
cS cp. Pliny, Hist. Nat. 338. 43. 

eophrastus [wept λίθων] had said it 
was only found in the river Tmolus; 
in Pliny’s day it was to be found passim. 
‘‘ His coticulis periti, quum e vena ut 
lima rapuerint experimentum, protinus 
dicunt quantum auri sit in ea, quantum 
argenti vel aeris, scripulari differentia, 
mirabili ratione, non fallente.”’ 

15. πολλὸν ἀμείνονας ἢ Σκύθας: 4 
welcome testimonial to Greek ears, for 
which, however, from the military point 
of view, there was not much evidence. 


οὔκων 


19 Σκύθας τοὺς νομάδας 
at A 


Artabanos (i.e. Hdt.) forgets that 
‘Skyths’ are to be enumerated in the 
king’s forces, cp. c. 64 infra. Here 
they are spoken of merely as foes. 

οἵ refers to ἄνδρας. αὐτοῖσι is 
vague, ‘herein’; cp. c. 8]. 34 supra. 

19. καὶ δὴ καί : concessive. 

συνήνεικε: a rhetorical indicative. 

ἤτοι ee 4 ee 4. The alternatives 

are placed in an ascending scale of im- 

Peat the greater the irony of the 
istorian. 

22. τοσαύτην, ‘immense.’ 

23. μοῦνοι ᾿Αθηναῖοι διέφθειραν : this 
is Attic exaggeration (op. 9. 27), ignorin 
the Plataians (as Artabanos very w 
might do) and annihilating Datis and 
Artaphrenes (as he could hardly have 
done). Hippias is of no account, cp. 
c. 6 supra. 

οὕκων σφι : 
‘‘ still, success did not attend them in 
both arms” (Blakesley); ‘‘but grant, 
they are not successful on both elements” 
(Rawlinson). τῇσι νηυσί may be instru- 
mental or objective dative. Blakesley 
seems to make Artabanos mean: ‘‘ Mara- 
thon was only a land-victory.” It is 
more natural to take the phrase as 
exactly parallel to the one above. 
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ἀμφοτέρῃ σφι ἐχώρησε. ἀλλ᾽ ἢν τῆσι νηυσὶ ἐμβάλωσι καὶ 
νικήσαντες ναυμαχίῃ πλέωσι ἐς τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον καὶ ἔπειτα 25 
λύσωσι τὴν γέφυραν, τοῦτο δὴ βασιλεῦ γίνεται δεινόν. ἐγὼ 
δὲ οὐδεμιῇ σοφίῃ οἰκηίῃ αὐτὸς ταῦτα συμβάλλομαι, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον 
κοτὲ ἡμέας ὀλίγου ἐδέησε καταλαβεῖν πάθος, ὅτε πατὴρ σὸς 
ζεύξας Βόσπορον τὸν Θρηίκιον, γεφυρώσας δὲ ποταμὸν Ἴστρον 
διέβη ἐπὶ Σκύθας. τότε παντοῖοι ἐγένοντο Σκύθαι δεόμενοι zw 
Ἰώνων λῦσαι τὸν πόρον, [τοῖσι ἐπετέτραπτο ἡ φυλακὴ τῶν 
γεφυρέων τοῦ Ἴστρου]. καὶ τότε γε ‘Iotiaios ὁ Μιλήτου 
τύραννος εἰ ἐπέσπετο τῶν ἄλλων τυράννων τῇ γνώμῃ μηδὲ 
ἠναντιώθη, διέργαστο ἂν τὰ Περσέων πρήγματα. καίτοι καὶ 
λόγῳ ἀκοῦσαι δεινόν, ἐπ᾿ ἀνδρί γε ἑνὶ πάντα τὰ βασιλέος 35 
πρήγματα γεγενῆσθαι. σὺ ὧν μὴ βούλεν ἐς κίνδυνον μηδένα 
τοιοῦτον ἀπικέσθαι μηδεμιῆς ἀνάγκης ἐούσης, ἀλλὰ ἐμοὶ πείθευ" 
νῦν μὲν τὸν σύλλογον τόνδε διάλυσον, αὗτις δέ, ὅταν τοι 
δοκέῃ, προσκεψάμενος ἐπὶ σεωυτοῦ mpoayopeve τά τοι δοκέει 


εἶναι ἄριστα. 


τὸ γὰρ εὖ βουλεύεσθαι κέρδος μέγιστον εὑρίσκω 40 





24 ἐμβάλωσι: συμβάλλωσι Cobet: συμβάλωσι Stein? 98 


«ὅ-» σὸς Bekker 


99 ζεύξας <pev> Stein? 


31 τῶν γεφυρέων 


del. Naber: τῶν γεφυρέων τοῦ Ἴστρου seiunx. Stein®: τοῦ Ἴστρου tantum 
delerem nisi τοῖσι... τοῦ Ἴστρου ut glossema interclusissem : ἐπιτέτραπτο a 


32, 33 ye om. R: εἰ ante ‘Ioriaios ABC 
et alii ‘discrimine vix ullo’ Wesseling : cf. 9. 18 supra 36 
RPz || BovAev P: βούλενε R: βουλεύεο a 


δέ AB: re B, Stein! 


26. τὴν v: here dramatically 
correct, and without prejudice to a 
plurality of bridges hereafter; but the 
passage conveys too good a criticism and 

hecy. It indicates what the Greeks 
might have done, ought to have done, 

were urged to do; cp. 8. 108. 
cp. 3. 124 παντοίη ἐγίνετο μή κτλ. (per- 
a a later use, stylistically 1). 

. τῶν γεφνρέων τοῦ Ἴστρον 
deletes the w on the ground that the 
bridge over the Danube always occurs in 
the singular; Naber had previously de- 
leted τῶν yed. But two bridges have 
been mentioned above (ζεύξας Βόσπορον 
- « γεφυρώσας “Iorpov), and perhaps 
only τοῦ Ἴστρου should go, or perhaps 
the whole phrase τοῖσι. . Ἴστρου. 

82. ‘Ioratos ὁ Μιλήτου τὴ ράφι: 
another Histiaios is mentioned c. 98 
tafra, a third in 8. 85. The description 
of this one here is without prejudice to 
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bo oy 


Stein 


34 ἠντιώθη RPs, Holder 
γενέσθαι 
87 πείθεο BP 38 


the problem of Hdt.’s composition ; but 
the fact that his patronym is given in 
δ. 80, not in 4. 138, supports the hypo- 
thesis of the original independence, if 
not priority, of ‘the Ionian Revolt’ to 
the ‘Skythian Logi’ (i.e. of Bk. 5 to 
ΒΚ. 4. 1-144). 

88. τῶν ἄλλων τυράννων. The special 
service of Miltiades, as narrated 4. 187, 
is here ignored—without any apparent 
dramatic advantage. Was Hdt. ac- 
quainted with that anecdote when he 
composed this passage? Cp. Introduc- 
tion, §§ 7-8. 

35. ἐπ’ with dat.=penes, cp. 8. 29 
infra ; τὰ 8 οὐκ ἐπ᾽ ἀνδράσι κεῖται Pindar, 
Pyth. 8. 107 ; ‘one man, however good ’ 
(ἀνδρί), not as opposed to a god, but as 
compared with ‘the king’s interests.’ 

38. σύλλογον : cp. c. 8 supra. 

39. ἐπί, with gen.; cp. ἐπὶ σφέων 
αὐτῶν βαλόμενοι 5.73. The phrase here 
seems hardly courteous. 


C 
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ἐόν: εἰ γὰρ καὶ ἐναντιωθῆναί τι ἐθέλει, BeBovrgevTar μὲν οὐδὲν 
ἧσσον εὖ, ἔσσωται δὲ ὑπὸ τῆς τύχης τὸ βούλευμα" ὁ δὲ βουλευ- 
σάμενος αἰσχρῶς, εἴ οἱ ἡ τύχη ἐπίσποιτο, εὕρημα εὕρηκε, ἧσσον 
δὲ οὐδέν οἱ κακῶς βεβούλευται. ὁρᾷς τὰ ὑπερέχοντα ζῴα ὡς 
45 κεραυνοῖ ὁ θεὸς οὐδὲ ἐᾷ φαντάζεσθαι, τὰ δὲ σμικρὰ οὐδέν μεν 
κνίζει" ὁρᾷς δὲ ὡς ἐς οἰκήματα τὰ μέγιστα αἰεὶ καὶ δένδρεα 
. τὰ τοιαῦτα ἀποσκήπτει τὰ βέλεα" φιλέει γὰρ ὁ θεὸς τὰ ὑπερ- 
ἔχοντα πάντα κολούειν. οὕτω δὲ καὶ στρατὸς πολλὸς ὑπὸ 
ὀλύγου διαφθείρεται κατὰ τοιόνδε" ἐπεάν σφι ὁ θεὸς φθονήσας 
so φόβον ἐμβάλῃ 7 βροντήν, δι’ ὧν ἐφθάρησαν ἀναξίως ἑωυτῶν. 
οὐ γὰρ ἐᾷ φρονέειν μέγα ὁ θεὸς ἄλλον ἢ ἑωυτόν. ἐπειχθῆναι 
μέν νυν πᾶν πρῆγμα τίκτει σφάλματα, ἐκ τῶν ζημίαι μεγάλαι 
φιλέουσι γίνεσθαι: ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐπισχεῖν ἔνεστι ἀγαθά, εἰ μὴ 
παραυτίκα δοκέοντα εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνὰ χρόνον ἐξεύροι τις ἄν. σοὶ 
τε μὲν δὴ ταῦτα ὦ βασιλεῦ συμβουλεύω: σὺ δέ, ὦ παῖ Γοβρύεω 
[Μαρδόνιε], παῦσαι λέγων λόγους ματαίους περὶ “Ελλήνων οὐκ 
. ἐόντων ἀξίων φλαύρως ἀκούειν. “ἄλληνας γὰρ διαβάλλων 
ἐπαείρεις αὐτὸν βασιλέα στρατεύεσθαι" αὐτοῦ δὲ τούτου εἵνεκα 
δοκέεις μοι πᾶσαν προθυμίην ἐκτείνειν. μή νυν οὕτω γένηται" 


44 δὲ: re Bekker || (aa ἘΡάΣ 
βέλεα om. R, Stob. flor. 42. 16 
Siesby ap. Madvigii Advers. I. iii. 
Stein: del. Naber 


46 xvifew B 47 τὰ ante 
51 ὁ θεὸς del. van H. || ἐπειχθὲν 
54 εὗροι B 56 Μαρδόνιε 


41. wa t, with middle force, be used with something more of a moral 
from a deponent verb; cp. ἠναντιώθη suggestion. 
supra, and ws οὐδενὸς ἐναντιευμένου c. 49 τὰ δὲ σμικρὰ οὐδέν κνίζα : 
infra, and with θέλει here, εἰ θέλει τοι it is just the little ones which prick us ! 


μηδὲν ἀντίξοον καταστῆναι ibid. 

λευται may be neuter, but is found as 
a middle 3. 134 (ἐγὼ γὰρ βεβούλευμαι 
κτλ.). The sentiment is ‘gnomic,’ popular 
or commonplace philosophy; but not 
perhaps de trop, as addressed to a youn 
monarch. The theology, however, whic 
immediately follows, involving the 
doctrine of the divine φθόνος in its 
characteristically Hellenic and Hero- 
dotean form (see Introduction, § 11) is 
hardly appropriate. 

43. εὕρημα aa cp. 8. 107 (Themis- 
tocle loquente). Strictly speaking, per- 
haps, a εὕρημα ought not to be a matter 
of τύχη : cp. ὁ. 155 infra. 

45. φαντάζεσθαι, c. 15 infra of the 
apparition in a dream; 4. 124 of the 
(mysterious) disappearance of the Skyths 
(οὐκέτι ἐφαντάζοντό σφι), here seems to 


Anthropomorphic as the Herodotean 


deity is, he has his advan over man. 
50. δ᾽ dv ἐφθάρησαν. ΝΒ. (a) the 
tmesis, (ὁ) the ‘gnomic’ aorist (Sitzler). 
51. érey' way anarthrous 


subject of τίκτει. The emendation ἐσει- 
x9é is unnecessary. Below the contrasted 
infinitive (ἐπισχεῖν) has the article. 

53. φιλέονσι with ‘real’ subject, cp. 2. 
27 : 80 too ]. 47 above, with the personal 
subject (ὁ eds), but with little or no sug- 

stion of subjective passion or affection. 

he grammatical sequence εἰ se as a 
εἶναι GAN... τις is ποῖ 
quite accurate: the transition is perhaps 
mediated by the words ἀνὰ : 
which are practically equivalent to a 
protasis (ef τις χρόνον ἐπίσχοι). 

58. αὐτόν, in person, cp. 4. 1. 


59. μὴ... γένηται, prohibitive. 
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διαβολὴ γὰρ ἐστὶ δεινότατον" ἐν τῇ δύο μὲν εἰσὶ οἱ ἀδικέοντες, 60 
εἷς δὲ ὁ ἀδικεόμενος. ὃ μὲν γὰρ διαβάλλων ἀδικέει οὐ παρεόντι 
κατηγορέων, ὃ δὲ ἀδικέει ἀναπειθόμενος πρὶν ἡ ἀτρεκέως ἐκμάθῃ" 
ὁ δὲ δὴ ἀπεὼν τοῦ λόγου τάδε ἐν αὐτοῖσι ἀδικέεται, δια- 
βληθείς τε ὑπὸ τοῦ ἑτέρου καὶ νομισθεὶς πρὸς τοῦ ἑτέρου 
κακὸς εἶναι. ἀλλ᾽ εἰ δὴ δεῖ γε πάντως ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄνδρας 65 
τούτους στρατεύεσθαι, φέρε, βασιλεὺς μὲν αὐτὸς ἐν ἤθεσι τοῖσι 
Περσέων μενέτω, ἡμέων δὲ ἀμφοτέρων παραβαλλομένων τὰ 
τέκνα, στρατηλάτεε αὐτὸς σὺ ἐπιλεξάμενός τε ἄνδρας τοὺς 
ἐθέλεις καὶ λαβὼν στρατιὴν ὁκόσην τινὰ βούλεαι. καὶ ἢν 
μὲν τῇ σὺ λέγεις ἀναβαίνῃ βασιλέι τὰ πρήγματα, κτεινέσθων 70 
οἱ ἐμοὶ παῖδες, πρὸς δὲ αὐτοῖσι καὶ ἐγώ: ἢν δὲ τῇ ἐγὼ προ- 
λέγω, οἱ σοὶ ταῦτα πασχόντων, σὺν δέ σφι καὶ σύ, ἢν 
ἀπονοστήσῃς. εἰ δὲ ταῦτα μὲν ὑποδύνειν οὐκ ἐθελήσεις, σὺ 
δὲ πάντως στράτευμα ἀνάξεις ἐπὶ τὴν ᾿Ελλάδα, ἀκούσεσθαι 
τινὰ φημὶ τῶν αὐτοῦ τῇδε ὑπολειπομένων Μαρδόνιον, μέγα τι 75 
κακὸν ἐξεργασάμενον Πέρσας, ὑπὸ κυνῶν τε καὶ ὀρνίθων δια- 


62 ὁ δὲ. . εἶναι P longe aliter: ὁ δὲ διαβαλλόμενος αὖ διπλῶς 
ἀδικεῖται " διαβληθείς τε ὑπὸ τοῦ ἑτέρον καὶ ἅμα νομισθεὶς πρὸς τοῦ 
ἑτέρον ἀκούσαντος καὶ πεισθέντος εἶναι κακός || ἀδικέει del. van H. 
0 ἀναβαίνῃ a: ἀναβαίνειν R: ἀναβαίνει C (Stein), S (Gaisf.) V (Holder) : 
ἀποβαίνῃ Cobet 74 ἂν ἕξεις R 76 ἐξεργασάμενον B: ἐξεργα- 
σμένον ABC, Stein! 


60. διαβολὴ γάρ κτλ. This passa 


70. ἀναβαίνῃ. ἀποβαίνειν more usual ; 
on slander shows clear traces of the 


cp. c. 205 infra. [Xen.] Ath. Rep. 2. 17 


sephistic methods of the time; for 
although Persian, Jew, and Christian 
have all to condemn slander, 
the forensic ment of this passage is 
aharacterietically Greek: the slandered 
man is doubly wronged, by the speaker 
and the hearer of the lie! (Stein quotes 
Vendidad 18. 5, Baebr, Lucian, de 
ecalumnia non tem. cr. 6). Is this e 
anthentic? Was Hdt. young shen he 
wrote it? It has the air of a juvenile 
acholasticism, and there is a free para- 
phrase in P of the last sentence, ὁ dé. . 
κακὸς εἶναι. Cp. App. Crit. 
68. ἐν αὐτοῖσι looks here masculine 
and personal, not as supra c. 8]. 34. 
66. φέρε: the wager (παρα - 
, ‘risking’ or ‘depositing ᾽) which 
follows would no donbt strike Hdt.’s 
hearers as characteristically oriental. 
The bet is not taken. 
ἤθεσι τ. Π. : the same expression 
is found in 1. 157. Cp. cc. 75, 125 


infra, εἰ al. 


ἂν μέν τι κακὸν ἀναβαίνῃ ἀφ᾽ ὧν ὁ δῆμος 
ἐβούλευσεν, αἰτιᾶται ὁ δῆμος ὡς ὀλίγοι 
ἄνθρωποι αὐτῷ ἀντιπράττοντες διέφθειραν" 
ἐὰν δέ τι ἀγαθόν, σφίσιν αὐτοῖς τὴν αἰτίαν 
ἀνατιθέασι (a sentence which might almost 
have been modelled on this one). 

78. εἰ... οὐκ ἐθελήσεις. οὐκ coalesces 
with ἐθελ. to form one idea; cp. Madvig, 
Syntax § 202, R. 

ov δέ: δέ with the iterated or 
emphasized subject. 

75. τινά might stand for any one, the 
speaker included ; e.g. for the Chorus in 
the Persas. 

αὐτοῦ τῇδε, ‘here, on the spot’; 
cp. c. 11 infra, αὐτοῦ ἁμὰ τῇσι γυναιξί. 

76. ὑπὸ κυνῶν τε καὶ ὀρνίθων δ. : this 
circumstance would not be, to a Persian, 
any aggravation of death ; it seems here 
calculated for a Greek audience (1. 140 
notwithstanding—that not having been 
yet set down by Hdt.; cp. Introduction, 
§ 8). Hdt. is too good an artist to 
allow Artabanos to predict exactly the 


11 
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φορεύμενον ἤ κου ἐν γῇ τῇ ᾿Αθηναίων ἢ σέ ye ἐν τῇ Aaxe- 
δαιμονίων, εἰ μὴ ἄρα καὶ. πρότερον κατ᾽ ὁδόν, γνόντα ἐπ᾽ οἵους 
ἄνδρας ἀναγινώσκεις στρατεύεσθαι βασιλέα." " 


τοισίδε. 


᾿Αρτάβανος μὲν ταῦτα ἔλεξε, Ἐξέρξης δὲ θυμωθεὶς ἀμείβεται 
“"AprdBave, πατρὸς εἷς τοῦ ἐμοῦ ἀδελφεός" τοῦτό σε 
ῥύσεται μηδένα ἄξιον μισθὸν λαβεῖν ἐπέων ματαίων. 


καί Toe 


ταύτην τὴν ἀτιμίην προστίθημι ἐόντι κακῷ καὶ ἀθύμῳ, μήτε 
ς συστρατεύεσθαι ἔμουγε ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα αὐτοῦ τε μένειν ἅμα 
τῇσι γυναιξί: ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ ἄνευ σέο ὅσα περ εἶπα ἐπιτελέα 


ποιήσω. 


11. 4 προτίθημι ABC 


place of Mardonios’ death (although τῇ 
Αθηναίων may be taken to cover the 
Plataiis, cp. Plut. Arisé. 11); but the 
forebodings of Artabanos are neverthe- 
less obviously written in the light of the 
event. This dramatic prophecy suggests 
a stage device, perhaps a 8 pre- 
cedent, and might be compounded of the 
Messenger and the Ghost in the Persai 
(249 ff., cp. 806 ff.). 

77. σέ ye: an nie ps repetition of 
the subject, as in Homer (8 γε 1" 409, 
β 826, op. Hdt. 2.173). Cp. Timokreon 
Fr. 1 (Bergk iii p. 537) ἀλλ’ εἰ τύ γε 
Παυσανίαν 4 καὶ τύ γε Ξάνθιππον aivécs | 
ἣ τύ γε Λευτυχίδαν, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ᾿Αριστείδαν 
ἐπαινέω κτλ. The emphasis on the prob- 
able doom of Mardonios by no means 
precludes a hint of danger to the king. 

78. ἄρα : the less probable alternative, 
which could only take place if the Greeks 
should attempt to keep the Persians from 
setting foot in the land. γνόντα, ‘after 

ou have learnt . .᾽ The position of 

ιλέα is emphatic. 

11. 1. θυμωθείςφ. Xerxes is represented 
,by Hdt. as ἃ man of violent passions, 
easily stirred ; cp. Introduction, § 11. 


8. ῥύσεται μ : ῥύεσθαι here has 
the force of a preventive, prohibitive ; 
hence μή, Madvig, Gr. Syntax, § 210. 

Sy tae de eee oves, “1 
auld: were not (son) of.’ 6 genea- 
logy which follows is remarkable. Since 
the discovery of the Behistun inscription 
(cp. Records of the Past, i. 107 ff.) it has 
been obvious that the list here corre- 
sponds with the genealogy of Dareios 
as there given (Achaimenes, Teispes, 
Ariaramnes, Arsames, Hystaspes, cp. 1. 
209), but is contaminated with two or 
three names (Kyros, Kambyses, Teispes), 
two of which could not belong to direct 
progenitors of Xerxes, except in so far as 


μὴ γὰρ εἴην ἐκ Δαρείου τοῦ Ὑστάσπεος τοῦ ᾿Αρσάμεος 


7 ᾿Αρσάμεος : ἀράμεος B 

he was the son of Atossa, the daughter of 
Kyros the Great, here apparently described 
as ‘Kyros son of Kambyses,’ as in 1. 
111, where Kyros appears as the son of 
Kambyses, and ndson of another 
Kyros. Nowhere in Hdt. (except 7. 11) 
does Teispes appear in the Kyreian 
pedigree, but in 3. 75 the line is referred 
to Achaimenes (ἀρξάμενος δὲ ἀπ᾽ ᾽Αχαι- 
μένεος ἐγενεηλόγησετὴν πατριὴν τὴν Κύρου). 
Since the discovery of the Babylonian 
cylinder of Kyros now in the British 
Museum (cp. O. E. Hagen, Ketlschriftur- 
kunden zur Gesch. d. Kénigs Cyrus, 1891), 
it has become evident that Hdt. has, 
all places taken together, the official 
pedigree of Kyros as son of Kambyses, 
son of Kyros, son of Teispes, son of 
Achaimenes (though oddly enough this 
last name is omitted on the Babylonian 
record). The interpretation of the 
present passage has now become obvious ; 
the words τοῦ Κύρου have probably 
dropped out after Καμβύσεω, and καὶ 
after the first Tefoweos, and Xerxes is re- 
presented as enumerating his Achaemenid 
descent, on both sides—though appar- 
ently with omission of his mother’s 
name. The accompanying table will 
make the point plain. 


Achaimenes 


ΤΡ ΡΣ 
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τοῦ ᾿Αριαράμνεω τοῦ Teloreos τοῦ Κύρου τοῦ Καμβύσεω τοῦ 
Τείσπεος τοῦ ᾿Αχαιμένεος γεγονώς, μὴ τιμωρησάμενος ᾿Αθηναίους, 
εὖ ἐπιστάμενος ὅτι εἰ ἡμεῖς ἡσυχίην ἄξομεν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐκεῖνοι, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ μάλα στρατεύσονται ἐπὶ τὴν ἡμετέρην, εἰ χρὴ σταθμώσα- 
σθαι τοῖσι ὑπαργμένοισι ἐξ ἐκείνων, of Σάρδις τε ἐνέπρησαν 
καὶ ἤλασαν ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην. οὔκων ἐξαναχωρέειν οὐδετέροισι 
δυνατῶς ἔχει, ἀλλὰ ποιέειν ἢ παθεῖν πρόκειταε ἀγών, ἵνα ἢ 
τάδε πάντα ὑπὸ “Ἕλλησι ἢ ἐκεῖνα πάντα ὑπὸ Πέρσῃσι γένηται" 
τὸ γὰρ μέσον οὐδὲν τῆς ἔχθρης ἐστί. καλὸν ὧν προπεπονθότας 
ἡμέας τιμωρέειν ἤδη γίνεται, ἵνα καὶ τὸ δεινὸν. τὸ πείσομαι 
τοῦτο μάθω, ἔλάσας ἐπ᾽ ἄνδρας τούτους, τούς γε καὶ Πέλοψ' 
ὁ Φρύξ, ἐὼν πατέρων τῶν ἐμῶν δοῦλος, κατεστρέψατο οὕτω 

8 ᾿Αριαράμνεω: dpuvew ABC || Teioweos: τίσπεος B post quod 
excidisse τοῦ Καμβύσεω susp. Stein!: immo καὶ ante τοῦ Κύρου et τοῦ 
Κύρου ante τοῦ Τεΐσπεος (om. 8) secundo loco excidisse recte iudicaveris 


13 οὐδετέροις ἱκανῶς ἔχειν B 
κέεται ABR 


11. μάλα : ‘one of the commonest of 
Greek words” (L. ἃ S.), but not, for 
that reason, the easiest to render, 
whether with verb (as here, cp. 9. 40), 
adjective, or even adverb (c. 108 infra). 
Cp. c. 186 infra. The formula τοῖσι 
ὑπαργμένοισι σταθμώσασθαι is noticeable, 
and ‘gnomic.’ The absence of the 
augment in ὑπαργ. is an ‘ Ionism.’ 

14. sl eseni ἀγὼν ἵνα κτλ. The 
clear alternative, and especially the 
possibility of a Greek conquest of Asia, 
can scarcely be historical, as put into 
the 8 mouth, or ascribed to this 
date ; they belong to a period subsequent 
to the Greek successes against Xerxes, cp. 
δ. 49 (with note ad /.), and could hardly 
have been formulated before the victories 
of the Eurymedon. This is a much more 
serious anachronism in the king’s mouth 
than the Aysteron proteron just above 
(Σάρδις τε. . ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην). Cp. Intro- 
duction, 8 11. 

16. τὸ γὰρ οὐδὲν τῆς ἔχθρης ἐστί. 
(1) Without the words τῆς ἔχθρης this 
sentence would have given a good sense : 
“ between the two alternatives, just speci- 
fied, there is no mean’; i.e. there is no 
third alternative. Perhaps this meaning 
might be substantially retained by taking 
τῆς ἔχθρης as (a) causal, (ὁ) predicative 
(‘that there is no alternative is due to 
the intensity of our quarrel’). (2) Sitzler 
apparently takes rd μέσον τῆς ἔχθρης to- 

er to signify ‘‘ means of agreement, 


14 παθέειν codd.: πάσχειν van H. || προ- 
18 μάθω: πάθω vult Naber 


19 ἐὼν ἐμῶν πατέρων B 


reconciliation” (does not exist) ; and so 
Stein renders: ‘‘ between our hostile 
tempers (Gesinnungen) there exists no 
mediation (Vermittlung).” In these 
renderings οὐδέν (or οὐδὲν ἐστί) is, of 
course, the predicate. (83) The simplest 
grammatical construction of the sentence 
would make τὸ μέσον subject and οὐδὲν 
τῆς ἔχθρης ἐστί predicate. The μέσον 
might be understood of what lies be- 
tween τάδε πάντα and ἐκεῖνα πάντα, and 
the meaning would be that ‘the inter- 
vening parts have pce to say to our 
quarrel —which is absurd, and the very 
a of what Hdt. would have been 
likely to make the king say. But the 

hrase is at best a contused one ; even 

dt. is not always quite lucid; cp. 
c. 152 infra, Introduction, § 11. 

17. τὸ δεινὸν τὸ πείσομαι : ironical 
(in Hdt.), sarcastic (in Xerxes, with re- 
ference toc. 10 supra). τό, relative. 

19. πατέρων τῶν ἐμῶν. Xerxes is 
rhetorically antedating the supremacy 
of his fathers. (Stein takes it as a 
precise reference to the pedigree of Perses 
c. 190 infra; Kepheus being son of 
Belos (1. 7) the Persian power might be 
regarded as in hereditary succession to 
the Assyrian.) The Persian claim, or 
principle, formulated in 9. 116 τὴν ᾿Ασίην 
πᾶσαν .. τοῦ del βασιλεύοντος might in 
itself justify or explain the anachronism. 
On TlAop ὁ Φρύξ vide c. 8 L 85 


supra. 
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20 ὡς καὶ ἐς τόδε αὐτοί τε ὥνθρωποι καὶ ἡ γῆ 
τοῦ καταστρεψαμένου καλέονται." 

12 Ταῦτα μὲν ἐπὶ τοσοῦτο ἐλέγετους μετὰ δὲ εὐφρόνη τε 
ἐγίνετο καὶ Ἐξέρξην ἔκνιζε ἡ ᾿Αρταβάνου γνώμη" νυκτὶ δὲ 
βουλὴν διδοὺς πάγχυ εὕρισκέ οἱ οὐ πρῆγμα εἶναι στρατεύεσθαι 
ἐπὶ τὴν «Ελλάδα. δεδογμένων δέ οἱ αὗτις τούτων κατύπνωσε, 

5 καὶ δή κου ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ εἶδε ὄψιν τοιήνδε, ὡς λέγεται ὑπὸ 
Περσέων ἐδόκεε ὁ Ἐξέρξης ἄνδρα οἱ ἐπιστάντα μέγαν τε καὶ 
εὐειδέα εἰπεῖν “μετὰ δὴ βουλεύεαι ὦ Πέρσα στράτευμα μὴ 
ἄγειν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, προείπας ἁλίζειν Πέραας στρατόν ; 
οὔτε ὧν μεταβουλευόμενος ποιέεις εὖ, οὔτε ὁ συγγνωσόμενός 

ἴοτοὶ πάρα' ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ τῆς ἡμέρης ἐβουλεύσαο “ποιέειν, ταύτην 

18 ἴθι τῶν ὁδῶν." τὸν μὲν ταῦτα εἰπόντα ἐδόκεε ὁ ἘΞξέρξης ἀπο- 
πτάσθαι, ἡμέρης δὲ ἐπιλαμψάσης ὀνείρου μὲν τούτου λόγον 
οὐδένα ἐποιέετο, ὃ δὲ Περσέων συναλίσας τοὺς καὶ πρότερον 


αὐτῶν ἐπώνυμοι 


συνέλεξε, ἔλεξέ σφι τάδε. 
20 ws: ὥστε van Η. 


εἴπαντα R 


“ ἄνδρες Πέρσαι, συγγνώμην μοι 


12. 6 ὁ Ἐέρξης 566]. van Η. 8 
Πέρσῃσι R, Holder: ‘fortasse neutrum addidit H.’ van H. 
4 ἔλεξέ: ἔλεγέ R, Holder, van H. et al. 


13. 1 





12. 1. ἐπὶ τοσοῦτο, ‘no further’: 5. 
: ἃ poetical word for ‘night,’ 
but whet aes the period of kindly sleep 
(εὔφρων) or 4 contrario (cp. εὐμενίδες, 
edtewos) is not quite clear. Hdt. uses 
it frequently in these three books (ce. 
56, 188 infra; 8. 6, 12, 14; 9. 37, 39), 
but not (so far as I have observed) else- 
where, i.e. afterwards; cp. Introduction, 
8 8 τε... καί: a paratazis not un- 
common in Hdt. 

2. ἔκνιζε: c. 10 1. 45 supra; perhaps 
an unconscious reminiscence. 

3. π » 88 in 1. 79, ‘worth 
while,’ ‘advisable,’ ‘advantageous.’ Contr. 
cc. 180, 150 infra. 

4. 88 v: a rather strong form 
to express the king’s change of mind. 
It marks, perhaps, the autocratic power, 
not the constancy, of the king; cp. 
6. 18]. 11 and δεδόκηται c. 16 infra. 

κατύπνωσε, ‘fell fast asleep’: the 
verb is repeated cc. 14, 15, 16, 17, 
wnfra. 

δ. ὧς λέγεται ὑπὸ Περσέων with the 
proces xov seems to disclaim responsi- 

ility for the story which follows ; yet 
the vision is ‘Homeric’ (Stein), and the 
formula for ita appearance Herodotean 
(cp. 6. 117). The analogy with the 


dream of Agamemnon, Jl, 2 ad intt., has 
been often pointed out; Stein cites the 
figure of AIIATH on the Dareios vase 
(cp. 6. 8 supra) as a parallel. It would 
have been a dangerous device to have 
identified the figure with Dareios, for 
example, as the shade of Dareios had 
already done duty otherwise in the Persat 
(cp. c. 11 supra); but the dream of 
Xerxes lacks concrete personality (contr. 
dream of Kyros, 1. 209). For the story, 
if authentic, only a Persian ‘provenience’ 
was possible; but Hdt.’s formula may 
be no more than a literary device, and 
the dream his own invention. 

9. οὔτε ὃ συγγνωσόμενός τοι πάρα: 
the argument seems to demand rather 
οὔτε ὁ παρεὼν σνγγνώσεταί τοι, a sense 
which may be got out of the words by 
taking πάρα: πάρειμι (with Stein) rather 
than = πάρεστι (neque adest qui con- 
silium quod nunc iniisti sit probaturus, 
Sch weigh. ). 

13. 1. ἀποπτάσθαι: no mere meta- 
phor; the figure had wings, by no means 
an exclusively oriental note, cp. 1. 2. 70. 

8. ὃ δέ, resumed subject; cp. α. 10, 
supra ad 7. 

συναλίσας: ἁλίζειν just above; the 
reference is to o. 8 supra, but is made to 
the act, not to the record. 


11-15 TIOAYMNIA 23 
éyere ὅτι ἀγχίστροφα βουλεύομαι' φρενῶν τε γὰρ ἐς τὰς 


ἐμεωυτοῦ πρῶτα οὔκω ἀνήκω, καὶ οἱ παρηγορεόμενοι ἐκεῖνα 
ποιέειν οὐδένα χρόνον μευ ἀπέχονται. ἀκούσαντι μέντοι μοι 
τῆς ᾿Αρταβάνου γνώμης παραυτίκα μὲν ἡ νεότης ἐπέζξεσε, ὥστε 
ἀεικέστερα ἀπορρῖψαι ἔπεα ἐς ἄνδρα πρεσβύτερον [ἢ χρεόν" 
νῦν μέντοι ovyyvous χρήσομαι τῇ ἐκείνου γνώμῃ. ὡς ὧν το 
μεταδεδογμένον μοι μὴ στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν “Ελλάδα, ἥσυχοι 
ἔστε." 

Πέρσαι μὲν ὡς ἤκουσαν ταῦτα, κεχαρηκότες προσεκύνεον. 14 
νυκτὸς δὲ γενομένης αὖτις τὠυτὸ ὄνειρον τῷ ἘΞέρξῃ κατυπνω- 
μένῳ ἔλεγε ἐπιστάν “ὦ wai Δαρείου, καὶ δὴ φαίνεαι ἐν 
Πέρσῃσί τε ἀπειπάμενος τὴν στρατηλασίην καὶ τὰ ἐμὰ ἔπεα 
ἐν οὐδενὶ ποιησάμενος λόγῳ ὡς παρ᾽ οὐδενὸς ἀκούσας; ες 
νυν τόδ ἴσθι" ἤν περ μὴ αὐτίκα στρατηλατέῃς, τάδε τοι 
ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀνασχήσει: ὡς καὶ μέγας καὶ πολλὸς ἐγένεο ἐν 
ὀλύγῳ χρόνῳ, οὕτω καὶ ταπεινὸς ὀπίσω κατὰ τάχος ἔσεαι." 
ElépEns μὲν περιδεὴς γενόμενος τῇ ὄψι ἀνά τε ἔδραμε ἐκ 15 
τῆς κοίτης καὶ πέμπει ἄγγελον ἐπὶ ᾿Αρτάβανον [καλέοντα]᾽ 
ἀπικομένῳ δέ οἱ ἔλεγε Ἐέρξης τάδε. “’AptaBave, ἐγὼ τὸ 
παραυτίκα μὲν οὐκ ἐφρόνεον εἴπας ἐς σὲ μάταια ἔπεα χρηστῆς 


μέντοι: μὲν δὴ Bekker, van H. 9 ἢ χρεόν del. Naber 
11 μεταδεδογμένον Pcorr., R: μεταδεδογμένων ceteri: μεταδεδογμένῳ 2 
14. 3 ἔλεγε post ὄνειρον B, Holder, van H. 5 ποιεύμενος B || ἀκούσας ; 
Stein: ἀκούσας 15. 2 καλέοντα 560], Valckenaer, Stein®: ἐπὶ 
om. R 4 éppoveov ABC, Stein’ (‘recte si ed addideris’ van H.): 
ἐσωφρόνεον 8, Stein! 3, Holder, van H. || és om. ABC 


δ. ἀγχίστροφα: cp. Thuc. 2. 53. 1 
ἀγχίστροφον τὴν μεταβολὴν δρῶντες. 
TE γὰρ ee οὕκω ἀγήκω: 
a sudden access of modesty on the king’s 
part! τὰ ἐμοωντοῦ πρῶτα, ‘the best of 
which I am capable.’ 
6. παρηγορέεσθαι, 5. 104, 9. 54 
(perhaps active in sense). 
8 ἐπέζεσε, ‘my youthful 
iled up’ ; in 9. 12 νεότης concrete 


spirit 

(juventus). On the actual age of Xerxes 

wide c. 5 supra. ἐπιζέειν͵ effervescere. 
14. 1. προσ For the προσκύ- 


νησις cp. c. 186 infra. 

4. dwawdpevos. In a different sense, 
δ. 56; here ‘reject,’ ‘abandon’; cp. 1. 
59, 6. 100, ‘refuse’; 4. 120, 125; c. 205 


tnfra, 9. 7. 
δ. ὡς wap οὐδενὸς ἀκούσας. οὐδείς, 


a nobody, ‘one of naught’; so c. 20 
infra, 9. 58. The aorists ἀπειπ. ἀκούσας 
δ ae hire ποιεύμενος. 

7. & αὐτῶν : cp. ἐν αὐτοῖσι c. 8 supra. 

καὶ NG a Stein sees a 
reference to this ge in Aristoph. 
Birds 488, adding four other references 
to Hut. from the same play, 552, 1127, 
1130, 1145, on which, as evidence of 
composition and publication, cp. Intro- 
duction, § 9. 

15. 1. ἀνά τε ἔδραμε: tmesis; op. 1. 
66, where ἀνέδραμον has a somewhat 
different meaning. If xadéovra (fut.) 
stands, it is of course to be taken as 
epexegetical. 

4. ἐσωφρόνεον is not the reading of 
the better class, but gives the better 
sense (not but that σωφροσύνη and 


84 ΗΡΟΔΟΤΟΥ vu 


selvexa συμβουλίης: μετὰ μέντοι οὐ πολλὸν χρόνον μετέγνων, 
ἔγνων δὲ ταῦτά μοι ποιητέα ἐῤντα τὰ σὺ ὑπεθήκαο. οὔκων 
δυνατός τοι εἰμὶ ταῦτα βουλόμενος ποιέειν" τετραμμένῳ yap 
δὴ καὶ μετεγνωκότι ἐπιφοιτῶν ὄνειρον φαντάζεταί μοι οὐδαμῶς 
συνέπαινον ἐὸν ποιέειν pe ταῦτα" νῦν δὲ καὶ διαπειλῆσαν 
το οἴχεται. εἰ ὧν θεός ἐστι ὁ ἐπιπέμπων καί οἱ πάντως ἐν 
ἡδονῇ ἐστι γενέσθαι στρατηλασίην ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἐπι- 
πτήσεται καὶ σοὶ τὠυτὸ τοῦτο ὄνειρον, ὁμοίως καὶ ἐμοὶ 
ἐντελλόμενον. εὑρίσκω δὲ ὧδε ἂν γινόμενα ταῦτα, εἰ λάβοις 
τὴν ἐμὴν σκευὴν πᾶσαν, καὶ ἐνδὺς μετὰ τοῦτο ἴζοιο ἐς 
1s τὸν ἐμὸν θρόνον καὶ ἔπειτα ἐν κοίτῃ τῇ ἐμῇ κατυπνώσειας." 
16 Ἐέρξης μὲν ταῦτά οἱ ἔλεγε' ᾿Αρτάβανος δὲ οὐ πρώτῳ 
κελεύσματι πειθόμενος, οἷα οὐκ ἀξιεύμενος ἐς τὸν βασιλήιον 
θρόνον ἵζεσθαι, τέλος ὡς ἠναγκάζετο εἴπας τάδε ἐποίεε τὸ 
κελευόμενον. “ἴσον ἐκεῖνο ὦ βασιλεῦ παρ᾽ ἐμοὶ κέκριται, 
ς φρονέειν τε εὖ καὶ τῷ λέγοντι χρηστὰ ἐθέλειν πείθεσθαι" 
τά σε καὶ ἀμφότερα περιήκοντα ἀνθρώπων κακῶν ὁμιλίαι 
σφάλλουσι, κατά περ τὴν πάντων χρησιμωτάτην ἀνθρώποισι 
θάλασσαν πνεύματα φασὶ ἀνέμων ἐμπίπτοντα οὐ περιορᾶν 


δ συμβουλῆς R, Holder, van H. 6 ἔγνων δὲ del. Mehler approb. 


van H. || οὐδ᾽ ὧν Krueger 7 ποιέειν βουλόμενος B 8 δὴ om. 
ABC || ἐπιφοιτῶν a: ἐπίφοιτον B: ἐπιφοιτέον Stein! 2, van H. 9 
συνέπαινον ἐὸν 8B, Holder, van H.: cvveratvéov ABC, Stein!?$ || δὴ 
ἀπειλῆσαν 8, Holder, van H. 11 στρατηλατέειν ABC 13 


ἀναγινόμενα B 16. 2 κελεύματι ABC, van H.: ov τῷ πρώτῳ οἱ 


κελεύσματι B || πιθόμενος van H. 


φρόνησις might be interchangeable with 
Hdt.), nor does φρονέειν εὖ, c. 16 infra, 
govern the reading here. Cp. App. Crit. 

6. τά : relative. 

7. βονλόμενος : adversative, ‘though 
ge ag ir sak τι , 

: eras: cp. c. 10]. 45 supra. 

10. εἰ Sy Beds ἐστικτλ. The test, or 
canon, seems valid, and more convincing 
than the one set up by Artabanos (that 
the repeated visitation of the king would 
establish the divinity of the vision) c. 
16 infra. The divine driving of Xerxes 
is established accordingly in the sequel, 
somewhat to the detriment, perhaps, of 
the human motivation. Cp. Introduc- 
tion, § 11. 

14. μετὰ τοῦτο is pleonastic. 

16. 1. πρώτῳ κελεύσματι has almost 
a technical, or proverbial, sound, like 
our ‘first bid,’ ‘first time of asking,’ 
etc.; cp. 4. 141 (where the article occurs) ; 


8 φασὶ del. Naber || περιορᾷ Naber 


also Thuc. 2. 92. 1, where the & must 
have been the πρῶτον κέλευσμα. 

2. ola οὐκ ἀξιεύμενος κτλ. To sit 
on the king’s throne was treason, and 
punishable with death; Q. Curtius 8. 
4. 17 and reff. ap. Rawlinson. The 
anecdote of the man who sat upon 
Alexander's throne is told by Arnian, 
Anab. 7. 24.3: τοὺς δὲ οὐκ ἀναστῆσαι μὲν 
αὐτὸν ἐκ τοῦ θρόνου κατὰ δή Twa νόμον 
ἹΙερσικόν " περιρρηξαμένους δὲ τύπτεσθαι 
τά τε στήθη καὶ τὰ πρόσωπα ὡς ἐπὶ 
δὲν ἐλ ΡΝ ἐλενόμενον, ‘bef: 

3. εἴπας .. κ ,) ‘before 
obeying the order spake as follows.’ 

6. ἀνθρώπων κακῶν ὁμιλίαι: cp. Plato, 
Rep. 8. 550; 1 Cor. 15. 88 φθε 
ἤθη χρήσθ᾽ ὁμιλίαι κακαί (an iambic tri- 
ineter, quoted from Menander’s Thais: 
Fr. 211, ed. Meineke). Gnomic wisdom. 

8. Whose theory was this, 
that if only the wicked winds would 


15-16 


φύσι τῇ ἑωντῆς χρᾶσθαι. 
οὐ τοσοῦτο ἔδακε λύπη, 
Πέρσῃσι, 


ΠΟΛΎΜΝΙΑ 25 
ἐμὲ δὲ ἀκούσαντα πρὸς σεῦ κακῶς 
ὅσον γνωμέων δύο προκειμενέων το 
μὲν ὕβριν αὐξανούσης, τῆς δὲ καταπανούσης 


καὶ λεγούσης ὡς κακὸν εἴη διδάσκειν τὴν ψυχὴν πλέον τι 
δίζησθαι αἰεὶ ἔχειν τοῦ παρεόντος, τοιουτέων προκειμενέων 


γνωμέων ὅτι τὴν σφαλερωτέρην σεωυτῷ τε καὶ Πέρσῃσι 


ἀναερέο. 
τοι μετιέντι τὸν ἐπ᾽ 


A > IA ’ 4 ‘ id 
τένος πομπῇ, οὐκ ἐῶντά σε καταλύειν τὸν στόλον. 
ἐνύπνια γὰρ τὰ ἐς ἀνθρώπους 


ταῦτα ἐστὲ ὦ παῖ θεῖα. 


νῦν ὧν, ἐπειδὴ τέτραψαι ἐπὶ τὴν ἀμείνω, φής 15 
“Ἑλληνας στόλον ἐπιφοιτᾶν ὄνειρον θεοῦ 


ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ 


“τεπλανημένα τοιαῦτα ἐστὶ οἷά σε ἐγὼ διδάξω, ἔτεσι σεῦ 


πολλοῖσι πρεσβύτερος ἐών" 


πεπλανῆσθαι αὗται 


ἐώθασι αἱ ὄψιες τῶν ὀνειράτων, τά τις ἡμέρης φροντίζει. 
ἡμεῖς δὲ τὰς πρὸ τοῦ ἡμέρας ταύτην τὴν στρατηλασίην καὶ 


τὸ κάρτα εἴχομεν μετὰ χεῖρας. 


εἰ δὲ ἄρα μή ἐστι τοῦτο 


τοιοῦτο οἷον ἐγὼ διαιρέω, ἀλλά τι τοῦ θείου μετέχον, σὺ 
πᾶν αὐτὸ συλλαβὼν εἴρηκας" φανήτω γὰρ δὴ καὶ ἐμοί, ὡς 25 


11 αὐξούσης 8 


<wepi> τὰ Reiske 
a: αὐτὸς B, van H. 


leave the good sea to itself, it would 
be man’s best friend? Stein understands 
Gobryas to be speaking as a landsman, 
unacquainted with the sea (and the 
winds?) ; but the passage is hardly so 
dramatic as that: rather is it quite 
undramatic and Herodotean. The theory 
is eminently Greek (not par exemple 
Phoenician !) and is found—as Stein 
points out—in Solon Fr. 12 


ἐξ ἀνέμων δὲ θάλασσα ταράσσεται" ἣν δέ 
τις αὐτὴν 
μὴ κινῇ, πάντων ἐστὶ δικαιοτάτη, 


a proof, in Plutarch’s eyes (Solon, 3), 
that Solon was, in natural philosophy, 
ἁπλοῦς λίαν καὶ ἀρχαῖος. ὄρ. further 
parallels (quoted Bergk, P. L. ki. 4». 41), 
esp. Polyb. 9. 29, Dionys. 17. 12, of 
the analogy between the eople and ‘the 
uiet y sea, the Demagogues and 
e Wind Gere this se Solon’s 

sa ger oy . Psalm 65. 
δ. ξακὶν ἐ διδάσκειν. ‘ ᾿ξχησθαι 


. « ἔχειν. Another ‘gnome,’ rather 
elu ex d. The three consecu- 
tive infinitives may be paralleled 5. 12: 


. ἐντείλασθαι. . ποιῆσαι 
Though Hdt. uses 5 both 


ἐπιθυμῆσαι. 
17. ἐῶντα. 


18 τουτέων B 
17 ἐῶν Cobet : An ἐῶντος cum Aldo? van H. 
24 Oelov Schweighaeuser: θεοῦ 


15 aipéo Cobet, van H. 
20 αὗται Reiske: αὐταὶ 
25 αὐτὸ 


ὄνειρος and ὄνειρον, the abrupt change of 
δῆς pre here is very harsh. Cp. aoe. 


on παῖ. Artabanos grows a ne 
file: he had begun ὦ βασιλεῦ, ze 
4 supra. The rationale of dreams here 
given is refuted by the sequel, which 
proves the supernatural character of the 
Visitation, at least in this instance: how 
far there is conscious purpose in all this 
on the historian’s part can scarcely be 
determined ; perhaps Hdt.’s own view on 
the question was indeterminate. τά, 
the relative, can hardly refer strictly to 
ὀνειράτων (heteroclite pl. from ὄνειρον) 
but more ΜΟΥ ‘regarding ae 
which . alckenaer appropriate 
cites the poet Attius apud Ciceron. De 
divin. 1. 22 res, quae in vita usurpant 
homines, cogitant curant vident, | quae- 
que agunt vigilantes agitantque, ea si 
cui in somno accidunt, | minus mirum 
est, sed di rem tantam haud temere 
aay leg offerunt. 

23. τὸ κάρτα, vel maxime: 1. 71, 8. 

104, 4. 181. 

εἰ δὲ ἄρα μή ἐστι shows the normal 
syntax ; cp. εἰ οὐ below. ἄρα marks the 
less probable alternative ; cp. 8. 109. 


μάλιστα 20 


26 HPOAOTOY γι; 


καὶ σοί, διακελενόμενον. φανῆναι δὲ οὐδὲν μᾶλλόν μοι 
ὀφείλει ἔχοντι τὴν σὴν ἐσθῆτα ἢ οὐ καὶ τὴν ἐμήν, οὐδέ τι 
μᾶλλον ἐν κοίτῃ τῇ σῇ ἀναπανομένῳ ἢ οὐ καὶ ἐν τῇ ἐμῇ, 
εἴ πέρ γε καὶ ἄλλως ἐθέλει φανῆναι. οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἐς τοσοῦτό 
40 γε εὐηθείης ἀνήκει τοῦτο, ὅ τι δή κοτε ἐστί, τὸ ἐπιφαινόμενόν 
τοι ἐν τῷ ὕπνῳ, ὥστε δόξει ἐμὲ ὁρῶν σὲ εἶναι, τῇ σῇ ἐσθῆτι 
τεκμαιρόμενον. εἰ δὲ ἐμὲ μὲν ἐν οὐδενὶ λόγῳ ποιήσεται οὐδὲ 
ἀξιώσει ἐπιφανῆναι, οὔτε ἣν τὴν ἐμὴν ἐσθῆτα ἔχω οὔτε ἣν 
τὴν σήν, οὐδὲ ἐπιφοιτήσει, τοῦτο ἤδη μαθητέον ἔσται. εἰ 
35 γὰρ δὴ ἐπιφοιτήσει γε συνεχέως, φαίην ἂν καὶ αὐτὸς θεῖον 
εἶναι. εἰ δέ τοι οὕτω δεδόκηταε γίνεσθαι καὶ οὐκ οἷά τε 
αὐτὸ παρατρέψαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἤδη δεῖ ἐμὲ ἐν κοίτῃ τῇ σῇ κατυ- 
πνῶσαι, φέρε, τούτων ἐξ ἐμεῦ ἐπιτελευμένων φανήτω καὶ ἐμοί. 
17 μέχρι δὲ τούτου τῇ παρεούσῃ γνώμῃ χρήσομαι." τοσαῦτα 
εἴπας ᾿Αρτάβανος, ἐλπίζων Ἐέρξην ἀποδέξειν λέγοντα οὐδέν, 
ἐποίεε τὸ κελευόμενον. ἐνδὺς δὲ τὴν Ἐξρξεω ἐσθῆτα καὶ 
ἱζόμενος ἐς τὸν βασιλήιον θρόνον ὡς μετὰ ταῦτα κοῖτον 
ἐποιέετο, ἦλθέ οἱ κατυπνωμένῳ τὠυτὸ ὄνειρον τὸ καὶ παρὰ 


wm 


ἘΞέρξην ἐφοίτα, ὑπερστὰν δὲ τοῦ ᾿Αρταβάνου εἶπε dpa “ σὺ 


27 οὐ καὶ Schaefer: οὐκὶ AB: οὐκ C: οὐχὶ B 
36 δέδοκται Pz 


irnoe? van H. 


ἐπεφο 


35 ἐπιφοιτήσειε 2: 
37 ἤδη δεῖ ἐμὲ Schaefer : 


ἤδη ἢ ἐμὲ ABC: ἤδη ἴημι (nue Stein?) B: ἢ Set ἐμὲ Bekker: εἰ δὴ δεῖ € 
Eltz. 17. 6 εἶπε dpa Stein®: εἶπε. dpa ABC: εἶπε τάδε. dpa R, 


Stein! (sc. τάδε B: ἄρα aR om. VS) 
26. οὐδὲν μᾶλλον. . ἢ οὐ (bis): 


ἃ superfluous but idiomatic negative ; 
ep. 4. 118, 5. 94. Artabanos is sound 
on the clothes-philosophy: ‘cucullus 
non facit monachum.’ 

29. ἐς τοσοῦτό ye εὐηθείης ἀνήκει, 
‘has reached such a pitch of simplicity,’ 
innocence. For εὐήθεια cp. 1. 60, 3. 
140, Thuc. 8. 45. 7, Plato, Rep. 348c 
(in the mouth of Thrasymachos δικαιο- 
σύνην Ξ- γενναίαν εὐήθειαν) For ἀνήκειν 
cp. cc. 9, 10 supra, 184, 287 infra; and 
in a literal or material sense c. 60 infra. 

82. εἰ δὲ ἐμέ, after μαθητέον ἔσται: 
‘whether it will hold me of no account,’ 
naturally followed by od: but just 
below, εἰ... οὐκ οἷά τε, as οὐκ old re 
coalesce to form ἃ single idea (ἀδύνατα) ; 
cp. c. 10 1. 78 supra. 

86. δεδόκηται, The form occurs in 
Pindar, Aristophanes, Euripides, and is 
of course more regular (as from doxéw) 
than the commoner δέδογμαι, c. 12 
supra, δοκήσει 4.74; but cp. App. Crit. 


17. 1. τοσαῦτα εἴπας . . drole τὸ x., 
‘without further speech did what was 
ordered’; cp. c. 16 ad init. 

8. ἐνδὺς. . ἦλθέ οἱ : there is an in- 
consequence of construction, or Axaco- 
luthon ; for reff. cp. Index. 


6. ὑπερστάν : the dream is a sub- 
stantial reality, though only visible in 
sleep ; it stands ‘over’ Artabanos, it had 
stood ‘over against’ Xerxes (ἐπιστά»ν) ; 
of its identity (τὠυτὸ ὄνειρον τὸ καὶ παρὰ 
Ξέρξην ἐφοίτα) there is no doubt. 


εἶπε ἄρα. Stein’s emendation is 
convincing, for several reasons: (a) the 
best class omit τάδε; (δὴ) dpa σὺ δή is 
superfluously strong and over-excited for 
the supernatural vision: σὺ δή is simpler 
and grander ; (c) the parallels (4. 184 εἶπε 
ἄρα, 9. 9 ἔλεγε Apa, 1. 141 εἰπεῖν ἄρα) 
clinch it; (α) moreover, the form dpa is 
questionable for Hdt. Would it not be 
ἢ pat Smyth § 716 p. 612, however, 
allows it here. 
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δὴ κεῖνος els ὁ ἀποσπεύδων Ἐξέρξην στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν 
Ἑλλάδα ὡς δὴ κηδόμενος αὐτοῦ; ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε ἐς τὸ μετέπειτα 
οὔτε ἐς τὸ παραυτίκα νῦν καταπροΐξεαι ἀποτράπων τὸ χρεὸν 
γενέσθαι. ἘΞέρξην δὲ τὰ δεῖ ἀνηκουστέοντα παθεῖν, αὐτῷ το 
ἐκείνῳ δεδήλωται." ταῦτά τε ἐδόκεε ᾿Αρτάβανος τὸ ὄνειρον 18 
ἀπειλέειν καὶ θερμοῖσι σιδηρίοισι ἐκκαίειν αὐτοῦ μέλλειν τοὺς 
ὀφθαλμούς. καὶ ὃς ἀμβώσας μέγα ἀναθρώσκει, καὶ παρ- 
ἐζόμενος Ἐξέρξῃη, ὡς τὴν ὄψιν οἱ τοῦ ἐνυπνίου διεξῆλθε 
ἀπηγεόμενος, δεύτερά οἱ λέγει τάδε. “ ἐγὼ μέν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, ς 
οἷα ἄνθρωπος ἰδὼν ἤδη πολλά τε καὶ μεγάλα πεσόντα 
πρήγματα ὑπὸ ἡσσόνων, οὐκ ἔων σε τὰ πάντα τῇ ἡλικίῃ 
εἴκειν, ἐπιστάμενος ὡς κακὸν εἴη τὸ πολλῶν ἐπιθυμέειν, 
μεμνημένος μὲν τὸν ἐπὶ Μασσαγέτας Κύρον στόλον ὡς 


9 νῦν del. Cobet || ἀποτράπων Stein, Holder, van Η. Sed ef. Smyth 
§ 128 p. 133: ἀποτρέπων 10 παθεῖν B: παθέειν a 18. 1 
te B: δὴ a: τε cum δὴ superecripto P: τε δὴ 2, Gaisford, van H. || τὸ a: 


τὸν B 2 σιδηρείοισι a 


9 μιμνησκόμενος a 





wey, ‘thou 
shalt not with impunity attempt todivert.’ 
καταπροΐξεσθαι (the pres. καταπροΐζεσθαι 
only found in Byzant. Gk. is some- 
what anomalous, cp. προίξ, προῖκα) is 
used absolutely in 3. 36, ‘to get off scot 
free,’ but not there, nor anywhere in 
Hdt, without a negative ; usually with 
a participle also, as here. Cp. 5. 105, 
3. 156. 

τὸ χρεὸν γενέσθαι. No wonder 
the attempt was bound to fail; cp. 9. 
16 ὅ τι δεῖ γενέσθαι ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἀμήχανον 
ἀποτρέψαι ἀνθρώπῳ. 

10. xovoréoyra: 6. 14 (with dat.) 

and 1.115 (absolutely, as here). 
_ 28. 2 ρίοισι: σιδήριον, a tool of 
iron, cp. 9. 37 infra, 3. 29, Thue. 4. 4. 2. 
The order of words is very effective (0. 
o. @ abr. μ. τ. 6.). On putting out 
the eyes as an Oriental punishment 
vide Rawlinson iv.? 20, and especially 
Xen. Anab. 1. 9. 18. Grote iv. 110 
regards the story here as a product of 
“religious imagination.” Thirlwall ii. 279 

ts ‘‘the influence and arts of the 
Magian priesthood”; Rawlinson endorses 
the latter suspicion, and suggests ‘‘a 
skilfally devised fraud on the part of 
the friends of Mardonios,” by which ‘‘a 
pretended spectre” subdued ‘‘the weak 
mind of Xerxes,” and ‘‘threats” the 
stronger mind of Artabanos. This exe- 
gesis is bat misplaced ingenuity. Arta- 


9. (οὐ) καταπροΐξαιι ἀποτρά 


Φ 


banos would, in such circumstances, have 
been shrewd enough to discover the plot. 
Dreams, apparitions, and the super- 
natural are a part of Hdt.’s stock in 
trade. One might almost as well suspect 
the Ghost in Framlet as a contrivance 
of Bernardo and Marcellus. The real 
motivation of the expedition does not 
require either the human or the super- 
human device ; cp. Introduction, § 11. 

3. παριζόμενος Ξέρξῃ : the king must 
be conceived as passing the night in the 
chamber with Artabanos. 

4. ὡς.. ‘first he gave him 
a full account of the dream, and then. .’ 
speaks to him just in the sense of Hdt. ; 
cp. 1. 5 τὰ yap τὸ πάλαι μεγάλα ἣν κτλ. 
Artabanos, however, has no occasion to 
specif rise of the lesser powers, 
though he ascribes the fall of the greater 


to their agency. 
7. τῇ ἡκικίῃ εἴκειν : cp. vedrys ο. 18 
supra, and 8. 36 μὴ πάντα ἡλικίῃ καὶ θυμῷ 
ἐπίτρεπε: in ὅ. 19 εἶκε τῇ ἡλικίῃ (age). 
Blakesley’s censure on Baehr’s comment 
here is overdone; the actual meaning 
of ἡλικίη varies with the context, or cir- 
cumstances. Cp. for a difference 5. 71. 

9. Μασσαγέτας. . Αἰθίοπας. . 
Σκύθας : the stock examples of disaster 
ona large scale. The first story is related 
1. 201-216, the second 8. 17-25, the third 
4. 1-144, more or less ; and the problem 
of the order of composition presents 
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vai 


10 ἔπρηξε, μεμνημένος δὲ καὶ τὸν ἐπ᾽ Αἰθίοπας τὸν Καμβύσεω, 


συστρατευσάμενος δὲ καὶ Δαρείῳ ἐπὶ Σκύθας. 


ἐπιστάμενος 


ταῦτα γνώμην εἶχον ἀτρεμίζοντά σε μακαριστὸν elvar πρὸς 


’ > ’ 
πάντων ἀνθρώπων. 


ἐπεὶ δὲ δαιμονίη τις γίνεται ὁρμή, καὶ 


Ἕλληνας, ὡς οἶκε, φθορή τις καταλαμβάνει θεήλατος, ἀγὼ 
15 μὲν καὶ αὐτὸς τράπομαι καὶ τὴν γνώμην μετατίθεμαι, σὺ 
δὲ σήμηνον μὲν Πέρσῃσι τὰ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ πεμπόμενα, χρᾶσθαε 
δὲ κέλευε τοῖσι ἐκ σέο πρώτοισι προειρημένοισι ἐς τὴν 
παρασκευήν, ποίεε δὲ οὕτω ὅκως τοῦ θεοῦ παραδιδόντος τῶν 


σῶν ἐνδεήσει μηδέν." 


τούτων δὲ λεχθέντων, ἐνθαῦτα ἐπ- 


20 ἀερθέντες τῇἪῪὟἮ ὄψι, ὡς ἡμέρη ἐγένετο τάχιστα, Ἐξέρξης τε 
ὑπερετίθετο ταῦτα Πέρσῃσι, καὶ ᾿Αρτάβανος, ὃς πρότερον 
ἀποσπεύδων μοῦνος ἐφαίνετο, τότε ἐπισπεύδων φανερὸς ἦν. 
Ὁρμημένῳ δὲ Ἐξέρξῃ στρατηλατέειν μετὰ ταῦτα τρίτη dys 
ἐν τῷ ὕπνῳ ἐγένετο, τὴν οἱ Μάγοι ἔκριναν ἀκούσαντες φέρειν 





11 συστρατευσάμενος Stein®: συστρατενυόμενος 
19 ἐνδεήσει B recte cp. Bursian Jahrb. 


Wesseling, Bekker, van H. 


12 ὧν ταῦτα 2, 


86. 57: ἐνδεήσῃ || ἐπαερθέντες Stein! : ἐπαρθέντες 





itself. There is nothing in the reff. 
here to show whether Hdt. had or 
had not already written his accounts of 
these three expeditions. The phrase 
puts the presence of Artabanos in the 
Skythian’ campaign more clearly than 
τι 10 — or 4. 83, 143. Cp. Intro- 
uction, . συστρατευσάμενος : συ- 
στρατενόμενος : the imperfect describes 
(schildert), the aorist narrates (erzahit), 
Sitzler. 

12. ἀτρεμίζοντά oe: in opposition to 
the ‘law of empire,’ c. 8 supra; the 
participle here equals a conditional. 

πρός, ‘in the eyes of. .’; a prox- 
imity still closer might be expressed by 
the dative (=coram). The element of 
opinion is also conveyed by the pre- 
dicative μακαριστός (as distinct from 
μάκαρ, paxdpros). 

13. δαιμονίη τις γίνεται : the 
ὁρμή might be that experienced by Xerxes 
(cp. c. 19 infra ad init.), or might be 
more general and objective: ‘the powers 
above are on the move’; in either case 
the δαιμόνιον is not here precisely con- 
trasted with the θεῖον. Thrice at least 
Artabanos is made to confess the divine 
(δαιμονίη ὁρμὴ . . φθορὴ θεήλατος. . τὰ 
ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ πεμπόμενα), yea, ἃ fourth time 
recognises the god’s lead (τοῦ θεοῦ παρα- 
&déyros). All this is doubtless the 


author’s device to emphasize his own 
point. 

18. wolee. . ὅκως. . ἐνδεήσαι. μηδέν: 
cp. c. 8 supra ἐφρόντιζον Sxws μὴ λεί- 


19. ἐπαερθέντες : an ominous or sinister 
sp. ὁ. 9 supra ἐπ. ἀβουλίῃ, 9. 
49 ψυχρῇῃ νίκῃ. ᾿ 

ot θεσθαι, ‘to lay before’ for 
the purpose of consultation ; cp. 1. 107, 
δ. 24 εἰ al. 

19. 1. ὁρμημένῳ : cp. ὅρμητο orpareve- 
σθαι c. 1 supra, ‘put himself in motion,’ 
the motion being mental. Op. J7. 21. 
571-2 ἐν δέ ol ἦτορ ἄλκιμον ὡρμᾶτο πτολε- 
μέζειν ἠδὲ μάχεσθαι. The unaugmented 
form is admitted in Hat. 

τρίτη : the first in o. 12 supra, 
the second in οἹ 14; the apparition to 
Artabanos in c. 17 is not counted. 

2. τήν: relative. 

of Μάγοι are here, and elsewhere 
in the Bk. (cc. 37, 43, 118, 191 γα), 
taken for granted, as though their posi- 
tion and functions were notorious. The 


“reff. to the Magi in Bk. 1 are more 


intelligible and explicatory; but even 
there it cannot be said that any _ 
matic account of them is given. ey 
figure also largely in Bk. 3. These ob- 
servations are not prima facie favourable 
to the hypothesis of the prior composition 
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ἡ 


δὲ ὄψις ἦν ἥδε" ἐδόκεε ὁ Ἐξέρξης ἐστεφανῶσθαι ἐλαίης θαλλῷ, 
ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς ἐλαίης τοὺς κλάδους γῆν πᾶσαν ἐπισχεῖν, μετὰ ς 


δὲ ἀφανισθῆναι περὶ τῇ κεφαλῇ κείμενον τὸν στέφανον. 
ταῦτα τῶν Μάγων, Περσέων τε τῶν συλλεχθέντων 


[4 


»»αν»τῶων 


κρι- 


αὐτίκα πᾶς ἀνὴρ ἐς τὴν ἀρχὴν τὴν ἑωυτοῦ ἀπελάσας εἶχε 
προθυμίην πᾶσαν ἐπὶ τοῖσι εἰρημένοισι, θέλων αὐτὸς ἕκαστος 
τὰ προκείμενα δῶρα λαβεῖν, καὶ Ἐξέρξης τοῦ στρατοῦ οὕτω 10 


ὀπάγερσιν ποιέεται, χῶρον πάντα ἐρευνῶν τῆς ἠπείρου. 


γὰρ Αὐγύπτου ἁλώσιος ἐπὶ μὲν τέσσερα ἔτεα πλήρεα παραρ- 
τέετο στρατιήν τε καὶ τὰ πρόσφορα τῇ στρατιῇ, πέμπτῳ δὲ 


ὅτεξ ἀνομένῳ ἐστρατηλάτεε χειρὶ μεγάλῃ πλήθεος. 


19. 6 περὶ τῇ κεφαλῃ κείμενον del. Sitzler 


Holder, van H. 


of Bks. 7, 8, 9, but it must be admitted 
that Hdt. nowhere gives a distinct 
description of the Magi and their func- 
tions. They were ‘ Medes,’ not ‘Persians,’ 
1. 101, a statement fully accepted by 
James Darmesteter, and made the basis 
of the best account of the origin of the 
Avesta and Zoroastrianism (cp. Sacred 
Books of the East, iv. ; Introduction, §14). 
The account of the Persian Religion in 
Bk. 1. 131-40 certainly appears later 
than these Bks. (cp. c. 10 supra ad /.), 
and it is easy to understand the reff. 
to the Magi in these Bks. as independent 
and of earlier composition than Bk. 1. 
The abeence of any reference back is in- 
deed significant. Cp. Introduction, § 7. 

infers an Athenian origin for 
the anecdote, from the mention of the 
olive, and even Rawlinson regards the 
olive-crown as proving a Greek origin 
for the story. the olive might be taken 
as symbolizing Athens, or Hellas, or even 
Europe generally. What is the exact 
interpretation (κρινάντων) given by the 
Magi, Hdt. does not state; the dis- 
appearance of the crown Greeks could 
easily interpret of a nemesis on Xerxes 
after his destruction of Athens (cp. 8. 
54 5 


of satrape, governors, 


etc. py c. 8 supra. 

10. dyueva δῶρα: c. 8 supra. 
Rawlinson a good note with reff. 
Xen. Anad. 1. 2. 29, 1. 8. 29, Kyrop. 
7. 2 8: Ktesias 22. Also Esther 6. 
9, 1 Eedr. 8. 6, Plutarch Artazx. 15, 


: the Council then — 


20. 2 τέσσερα RS: τέσσαρα aV 


ἁ 


td 
στόλων 


7 ταῦτα: ταύτῃ B, 
4 στόλῳα 


Procop. de bell. Pers. 1. 17. The gifts 
enumerated by Xenophon (perhaps the 
best authority) comprised a horse with 
a golden bridle, a golden sword, a gold 
chain, golden armlets, and a robe. 

11. yepow : cp. dyepow c. 5 supra. 

τῆς ἠπείρου : sc. ᾿Ασίης ; cp. 6. 11 
supra. 

20. 2. τέσσερα trea πλήρεα seem to 
be not calendar years, but full years 
(of 860 days?) measured from the event 
specified (Αἰγύπτου ἄλωσι:) ; cp. c. 1 
supra. The event itself, however, is 
not accurately dated, the duration of 
the revolt not having been specified, o. 
7 supra. On the chronology cp. Intro- 
duction, § 11, ge ye II. § 8. 

3. πέμπτῳ δὲ ἔτεϊ ἀνομένῳ. Blakesley 
remarks that ἀνομένῳ has been rendered 
both ‘ending’ and ‘commencing’ to 

uare with particular theories of the 
chronology, but it simply means ‘ad- 
vancing, Le. ‘in the course of the fifth 
year’; 80 ἤνετο τὸ ἔργον 8. 71 infra, cp. 
1. 189. ᾿ 

4. χειρί : cp. 0. 157 infra, 4. 155. 

τῶν ae ee pé- 
yrorros : a mere formula for a heightened 
superlative, P Bks. IV.-VL., Introduc- 
tion, § 22. Four great expeditions are 
mentioned, none of which could compare 
in magnitude with the invasion of Greece 
by Xerxes; in chronological sequence 
reversed they are :—i. τὸν A 
ἐπὶ Σκύθας (this is at least the third time 
the subject of the ‘Skythian Logi’ has 
been mentioned in this Bk., cp. c. 10 
(dts), but even here there is nothing to 


ἀπὸ 20 
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ς γὰρ τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν πολλῷ δὴ μέγιστος οὗτος ἐγένετο, ὥστε 
μήτε τὸν Δαρείου τὸν ἐπὶ Σκύθας παρὰ τοῦτον μηδένα φαΐ- 
νεσθαι, μήτε τὸν Σκυθικόν, ὅτε Σκύθαι Κιμμερίους διώκοντες 
ἐς τὴν Μηδικὴν χώρην ἐσβαλόντες σχεδὸν πάντα τὰ ἄνω τῆς 
᾿Ασίης καταστρεψάμενοι ἐνέμοντο, τῶν εἵνεκεν ὕστερον Δαρεῖος 
10 ἐτιμωρέετο, μήτε κατὰ τὰ λεγόμενα τὸν ᾿Ατρειδέων ἐς ἵλεον, 
μήτε τὸν Μυσῶν τε καὶ Τευκρῶν τὸν πρὸ τῶν Τρωικῶν γενό- 


6 μηδένα : μηδὲν 2, van Η. 
approb. van H., Holder 


suggest that Bk. 4 was in existence when 
this passage was first composed, in spite 
of the τῶν εἵνεκεν κτλ.). 

ii. τὸν Σκυθικόν : the repeated in- 
vasion of Media and Upper Asia by the 
Skyths in pursuit of the Kimmerians. 
The Kimmerian invasion of Asia Minor 
is undoubtedly historical ; cp. 1. 6, 15, 
108, 4. 11-18. Historical also is the 
invasion, probably the 4 i invasions, 
of Upper Asia by ‘Skyths,’ nomads 
from the Oxus and Jaxartes region. 
But the pursuit of the Kimmerians by 
the (European) Skyths via Caucasus is 
perhaps only a theory, a combination, 
due to the ingenuity of Hdt. or of his 
rea rae: cp: ears IV.-VI., notes to 
de. t. speaking here propria persona 
might well “have & ferred back to the 
Ly a ὃς sdb Logi, saree! been 
originally com rior to this 

tL. τὸν ᾿Ατρειδέων ἐς Ἴλιον. The 
Trojan expedition does duty in another 
connexion 1. 3—4, there too as a στόλος 
μέγας, and indeed the first from Europe 
to Asia. κατὰ τὰ λεγόμενα, referred 
by Stein definitely to the Homeric 
Catalogue, may surely be taken with a 
more general reference, but in any case 
connotes written sources, not mere oral 
tradition, and seems to suggest a doubt 
as to their trustworthiness ; Hdt. (like 
Thue. 1. 9 etc.) suspects Homer (ep. 2. 
116). 

iv. τὸν Mucév τε καὶ ilar anid αἱ ἃ 
Hdt. is our oldest authority for this 
supposed movement; other or later 
authorities differ considerably from his 
presentation of the matter (and to some 
extent from each other). Six points in 
the Herodotean account call for observa- 
tion: (i.) Mysians and Teukrians are 
combined in the movement, which (ii.) 
passes from Asia into Europe (iii.) via 
the Bosporos, and (iv.) reaches the 
Adriatic and the Peneios (v.) in a 


10 κατὰ τὰ λεγόμενα del. Krueger 


more or less organized conquest (vi.) 
dated before the Trojan war. It is 
difficult to determine on what evidence 
this theory was based: a clear and in- 
dependent tradition for it can hardly 
have existed, but there were evidences, 
still recoverable, of real connexions be- 
tween Asia Minor and Thrace, of which 
this theory is one possible solution, and 
the Homeric poems played their part, 
easily understood, in the argument. 
Stein’ ad ὁ. (following Abel, apparently) 
adduces five proofs in sl of 
Herodotean theory, which he accepts ; 
they suggest the evidence, or a part of 
the evidence, upon which the theo 
may have been founded, but are not 
indisputably matters of fact, and so far 
as true are equally or even more com- 
patible with the theory (found in later 
writers, e.g. Strabo, but not therefore of 
necessity upon later or inferior 
evidences) which represented the Mysian 
(or Mysio-Teukrian) movement, if such 
it was, as an invasion of Asia from 
European Thrace. Those fs are :— 
(1) The Trojan or ‘Teukrian’ origin of the 
Paionians on the Strymon, Hdt. 5. 18 
(highly disputable, see infra). (2) The 
presence of Paionian and kindred (Thra- 
cian) stocks over the whole district from 
the Adriatic to the Propontis (a fact 
pointing to the European side as their 
original or earlier habitat!). (8) The 
expulsion of the Bithynians from the 
Strymon into Asia by Teukrians and 
Mysians, c. 75 infra (almost an absurdity 
if Teukrians and Mysians are coming 
from Asia!). (4) The existence of ἃ 
number of identical names (race- and 
place-names) on both sides the Helles- 
pont: Strabo, p. 590 (quite compatible 
with the aa origin of the names). 
(5) The fact that Priam ap. Homeram 
heads a confederation, which includes 
the tribes of Thrace as far as the Axios 
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μενον, of διαβάντες és τὴν Εὐρώπην κατὰ Βόσπορον τούς τε 


(no proof οὗ a Teukrian ‘conquest,’ 
much less immigration in Thrace). 
Stein's (Abel’s) proofs for Hdt.’s theory 
are unconvincing ; a closer examination 
of Hadt.’s six points will further discredit 
the argument. (i.) Hdt. plainly regards 
the Teukrians as primitive Trojans (cp. 
2. 118, 5. 18, 125), and the Mysians, 
their allies, as primitive or early inhabi- 
tants of the Troad, or of historic Mysia. 
But Teukrians are absolutely unknown 
to Homer, and the only Mysians known 
to the Jiiad are at home in Europe (N 
5, ete., except in the Catalogue, B 858 
—of course late ; cP. Thraemer, op. cit. 
Kallinos of Ephesos is 


infra p. 337). 
our oldest authority for ‘Teukrians,’ 
and he regarded them as immigrants, 


Z.c. infra. Blakesley, from the silence 
of Homer, rashly infers that ‘‘ the name 
was certainly more recent than the 
fliad” ; Kretschmer (op. cit. infra p. 
191), more judiciously, that the Epos 
says nothing of Teukrians in the Troad, 
because its design is to represent an 
heroic period, prior to their immigration. 
If immigrants, whence did they come? 
Kallinos ap tly brought them from 
Krete (Strabo, p. 604); others brought 
them from Attica (tbid.). Each alterna- 
tive may be accounted for (though not 
shortly enough for this note) and neither 
is convincing. The latest modern ten- 
dency is to connect the Teukrians of the 
Troad with Kypros, either in virtue of 
a common wide-spread stratum in the 
Anatolian populations from the Helles- 
pont to Kypros, or it may be in virtue 
of actual immigration from Kypros into 
‘Mysia.’ Archaeological evidence, especi- 
ally the pottery, points to a connexion, 
that older than the , between 
the Troad and Kypros; and Τεῦκρος, the 
T . and the Γεργῖνοι (Ξ: Γέργιθες) 
are found in Kypros and the neighbour- 
hood (Kilikia) ; cp. further o. 48 infra. 
Τεῦκρος the Epon stveers in the 
Iliad among the Achaian heroes fightin 
inst Troy, a mighty bowman, basta 
Telamon, © 284, and brother of 
Aias, of Salamis. Pindar has the easily 
understood legend of his colonizing 
Kypros, Nem. 4. 46. There is also the 
possibility that the ‘Teukrians’ of Mysia 
were from Thrace—if the Mysians were. 
In some ways this theory is attractive, 
as it recognizes the supposed Teukro- 
Mysian invasion of Europe (from which 
the whole discussion starts), only invert- 


ing it into a Teukro-Mysian invasion of 
the Troad. In this case the ‘Teukri’ 
might have passed from the Troad to 
Kypros, etc. But it is on the whole 
more probable (me tudtce) that the 
‘Teukrians,’ coming from Kypros, first 
met and became associated with the 
Mysians, coming from Thrace, in the 
Troad, and have thus been made to 
share the Mysian adventure. The 
European and Thracian character of the 
Mysians may be taken as proved by the 
Homeric ethnography, even if the express 
assertions of the fatee writers cannot be 
cited as independent evidence (being 
peers inference from the Homeric 
ts) ; nor need we hesitate (if Kretach- 
mer op. cit. p. 211 etc. is to be trusted) 
to see in the Moesi of the Roman empire 
the same name and tribe in their original 
habitat. Hdt. obviously treats the 
‘ Mysians’ as indigenous to Asia. Their 
or supposed affinity with the Lydians 
and Karians (the strongest proof of which 
is to be found in Hdt. 1. 171) is in 
favour of this view; but if this affinity 
is anything more than inferential and 
factitious, it would point not to the 
indigenous origin of the Mysians, but 
to an external origin for Karians and 
Lydians: Hdt. himself indeed brin 
the Karians to Asia from outside (wrongly 
in my opinion), and some of the moderns 
would recognize a Thracian origin, or 
element, in the ‘Lydians’ (cp. Radet, 
La Lydie, pp. 53, 57; Forbiger, ap. 
Pauly, eal-Eneyel. iv. 1279). The 
doctrine of the autochthonous character 
of the Lydians was, of course, a ‘Lydian’ 
dogma, found in Hdt. and in Xanthos 
Lydos; cp. c. 74 tufra, Xanth. Frag. 
1. The remaining five points in Hit.’s 
theory quickly arrange themselves, once 
the Teukrians and the Mysians have 
been accounted for. (ii.) The Mysian 
movement must be corrected into a 
migration from Thrace into NW. Asia, 
not conceived as an invasion of Thrace 
by Asianics. It falls into place with 
the series of such movements, the 
greatest of which flooded Asia with 
‘Phrygians’; cp. c. 73 infra. (iii.) The 
tradition that the point of crossing was 
the ‘Bosporos’ squares very ill with 
Hdt.’s own conception of the source and 
direction of the invasion, but agrees 
extremely well with (a) the Asiatic 
position of the Mysians in the Homeric 
Catalogue (1.6. supra), also with (ὁ) the 


921 ἤλασαν. 
μεναι στρατηλασίαι μιῆς τῆσδε οὐκ ἄξιαι. 
ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης ἔθνος ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα ἘΞέρξης ; 
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VII 


Θρήικας κατεστρέψαντο πάντας καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν Ἰόνιον πόντον 
κατέβησαν μέχρι τε Ἰ]ηνειοῦ ποταμοῦ τὸ πρὸς μεσαμβρίης 


φ φ “A 2 @? ? \ ’ 
αὗται αἱ πᾶσαι οὐδ᾽ εἰ ὅτεραι πρὸς ταύτῃσι γενό- 


4 


τί γὰρ οὐκ ἤγαγε 
κοῖον δὲ 


vA 4 A ; A 
πινόμενόν μὲν ὕδωρ οὐκ ἐπέλιπε, πλὴν τῶν μεγάλων ποταμῶν; 


14 τὸ Bekker: τοῦ 


προσγενόμεναι a, Stein!: προγενόμεναι 3 Stein? 
4 μιν om. ABC, van H., Holder 


van H., Holder 


historic position of the Moesians on the 
Danube, and (c) is confirmed by the 
entirely acceptable tradition that the 
Bosporos was named of old ‘the Mysian 
Bosporos’ (Strabo, p. 566), and further (d) 
by Hdt.’s own record that the Mysian 
movement drove the Bithynians from 
the European side into historic Bithynia. 
(iv.) The extension of the Mysio-Teukrian 
occupation in Hdt. to the shore of the 
Adriatic and (the outlet of) the Peneios 
might be explained by reference to the 
homogeneity of the populations in the 
northern Balkans (cp. Stein’s second proof 
supra), but is rendered more easily in- 
talligible by reference to the tradition 
preserved in Hellanikos, Frag. 46, that 
once on a time the ‘ Makedones’ dwelt 
among the Mysians, ie. the Mysians 
occupied what was afterwards known as 
Makedonia; and also to Hdt.’s own 
record connecting the Phrygians with 
Mt. Bermios, op. 8. 138 infra. (v.) That 
Hdt. makes the movement an organized 
invasion and conquest may be dismissed 
as obviously a ‘pragmatic’ notion, de- 
manded by the occasion and comparison ; 
neither he nor any one else furnishes ἃ 
story for the action; and if the previous 
argument is correct, any such story could 
only have been fabulous. (vi.) Last, and 
not least curious, Hdt. dates the event 
πρὸ τῶν Τροικῶν. The rival view re- 
presented by Strabo and his authorities, 
and adopted above, that the Mysian 
migration was from Europe into Asia, 
naturally dated the movement after the 
Trojan war, a8 Mysians (and Teukrians) 
are unknown in the Troad of Homer. 
Hdt. is led to the earlier date by a 
need to account for (a) the presence of 
Mysians in Homeric Thrace, and (δ) the 
absence of Mysians and ‘Teukrians’ in 
Homeric Troy. But thereby his own 
theory breaks down as not affording any 
explanation for the presence of Mysians 


21. 1 ai: ov B, van H. || γενόμεναι B: 
t, 


2 οὐκ del. Cobe 


and Teukrians in historic Mysia. Ed. 
Thraemer’s Pergamos (1888), ch. ii., 
contains an admirable discussion of the 
‘Mysian’ problem, and P. Kretschmer’s 
Einlettung im die Geschichte d. gr. 
Sprache (1896) corrects and supplements 
the same, and deals admirably with the 
uestion of the Teukrians. Without 
these works, which entirely supersede 
the lucubrations of Abel, Giseke, Stein, 
Rawlinson, etc., on these points, the 
above note could not have been com- 


posed. 

13, τὸν ᾿Ιόνιον πόντον : the Adriatio, 
cp. 6. 127, 9. 92 infra. 

It is curious to find the Peneios 
(Tempe ?), not Olympos, apparently as the 
Macedonian frontier ; op. c. 128 infra. 

21. 1. οὐδ᾽ instead of καί owing to the 
impending negation (οὐκ ἄξιαι) of the 
main proposition (cp. 4. 28 ἡμίονοι δὲ 
mir ὄνοι οὐκ ἀνέχονται), Stein. a, sc. 
εἰσι. 

2. τί... κοῖον. . The two questions 
are extremely rhetorical, and to some 
extent A Hdt. away.’ The first 
betrays the reason for the subsequent 
List, or Catalogue of the Forces (co. 61- 
99). The point of the second is rather 
blunted by the addition of the words 
πλὴν τῶν μεγάλων ποταμῶν, but it is 
possible to compile from the ensuing 
narrative (1) a list of the rivers that 
failed, or are expressly recorded to have 
failed (Skamandros o. 48, Melos, Lisos 
c. 108, Cheidoros c. 127, Onochonos o. 
196). On the other hand, between the 
Hebros, c. 59, and the Spercheios, c. 198 
inclusive, fifteen rivers are named, not 
one of which is recorded to have failed 
(Hebros c. 59, Travusc. 109, Kompsantos 
+b., Nestos 1b., Angites c. 118, 8 on 
+b., Axios c. 123, Lydias e. 127, Haliakmon 
+b., Peneios, Apidanos, cag ens Pamisos 
eae Epidanos 1., Spercheios ο. 
198). 
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of μὲν yap νέας παρείχοντο, of δὲ és πεζὸν ἐτετάχατο, τοῖσι 5 
δὲ ἵππος προσετέτακτο, τοῖσι δὲ ἱππαγωγὰ πλοῖα ἅμα στρα- 
τενομένοισι, τοῖσι δὲ ἐς τὰς γεφύρας μακρὰς νέας παρέχειν, 


τοῖσι δὲ σῖτά τε καὶ νέας. 


Kal a 4 e a A , 4 
τοῦτο μέν, ὡς πταισάντων τῶν πρώτων περιπλεόντων 22 


“περὶ τὸν ΓΑθων, προετοιμάζετο ἐκ τριῶν ἐτέων κου μάλιστα 


τὰ ἐς τὸν Αθων. 


ἐν γὰρ Ἐλαιοῦντι τῆς Χερσονήσου ὅρμεον 


τριήρεες" ἐνθεῦτεν δὲ ὁρμώμενοι ὥρυσσον ὑπὸ μαστίγων παντο- 
δαποὶ τῆς στρατιῆς, διάδοχοι δ᾽ ἐφοίτων: ὥρυσσον δὲ καὶ ois 


6 ἅμα om. ABC, uncis intercl. Holder: τοῖσε pro ἅμα coni. Madvig : 


ἅμα .. καὶ νέας ut depravata obelis notat van H. 


22. 1 προσπται- 


σάντων PRS, Stein?: προπταισάντων V: πταισάντων ABC(a), Stein! ® || 


πρώτων : πρότερον Mehler: προτέρων Naber, van H. 
5 ἐφοίτεον Stein! 3 (c. libros) 


3 τὰ suppl. Schweighaeuser 


6. ἱππα πλοῖα : if the cavalry 
all crossed by the Hellespontine bridges, 
where was the need of horse-transports ? 


for conveyance of re-mounts? or for ser- 
vice during the campaign! or was any 
page of the forces conveyed in the 


by sea? Op. c 659 
tafra. 

στρατενομένοισι appears to 
mean not that their πλοῖα were com- 
mandeered for service on the expedition, 
bat that the πλοῖα did not excuse them 
from al service (a goo for 
Athens !). But cp. App. it. 

8. νέας seems a little puzzling after 
νέας παρείχοντο, or even μακρὰς νέας just 
above. A third distinct service is per- 
haps here specified, ‘convoy ’ vessels (to 
protect the otra), though it does not 
appear why those who supplied σῖτα 
sheald be in a position to furnish νέας 
for convoy-service; nor why, if νέας 
merely means that ‘food-supply’ did 
not exempt from ‘ship-service,’ the 
land-service is not mentioned too. 

23. 1. τοῦτο μέν, without a δέ to 
paler! ϑόσες strictly: the phrase is re- 

c. 25 ad init., and then proceeds 
tically, παρεσκευάζετο κτλ., 

t scarcely focivally. 

~ πταισάντων κτλ. Even if we read 
προσπταισάντων (cp. App. Crit.), περὶ τὸν 
“Ader may more elegantly be taken with 
it. There is allusion to the on ggasi 
of Mardonios in 492 B.c. which might 
very well have been accompanied by an 
e reference to the story of the 
disaster (6. 43-45), the rather on account 
of the suppressio veri and suggestio falsi, 

VOL.I Pr. I 


2 ἐκ: πρὸ B 


from Hdt.’s point of view, in the speech 
of Mardonios above, had that story 
already formed part of his work when 
Hat. firat indited this passage; cp. In- 
eae ee rfect: they did 
περιπ' ey, imperfect : i 
not succeed. si 

2. ἐκ τριῶν ἐτέων xov μάλιστα : the 
chronological indication is not quite 
precise, for (a) the exact term is not 
stated (is it the king’s departure from 
Susa, or from Sardes, or is it the actual 
use of the canal by the fleet on its 
arrival ?) ; (b) κου μάλιστα further general- 
izes the reference, even if ἐκ should be 
taken of a precise point of departure, 
Above, c. 20, it is in the course of the 
fifth year from the beginning of the 
preparations that the actual start takes 
place, but there again it is not quite 
clear whether the ‘start’ is from Susa 
or from Sardes. Op. c. 20 supra. 

8. ᾿Ελαιοῦντι, cp. 6. 140, the nearest 
point on a straight line between Athos 
and the Hellespont. The exact con- 
nexion of the moorings at Elaifis with 
the work proceeding at Sane is not very 
clearly put by Hdt., but Elaitis appears 
to have been the chief naval station for 
the time being, and droves of workers 
were conveyed thence, by sea, to Sane ; 
while other gangs were requisitioned 
from the immediate neighbourhood. The 
corvée was, perhaps, in operation. Corvéee 
and the lash were horrors from which 
the Hellenes had been delivered, or 
saved, by Salamis and Plataea! On the 
use of the yambok, knout, or μάστιξ, cp. 
cc. 56, 108, 228 infra; Xen. Anad, 3. 


D 
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περὶ τὸν ΓΑθων κατοικημένοι. 


Vit 


Βουβάρης δὲ ὁ Μεγαβάζου καὶ 


᾿Αρταχαίης ὁ ᾿Αρταίου ἄνδρες Πέρσαι ἐπέστασαν τοῦ ἔργου. 
Ὁ γὰρ ἔΑθως ἐστὶ ὄρος μέγα τε καὶ ὀνομαστόν, ἐς θάλασσαν 


a .. " ey ? , 
KATHKOV, OLKEOMEVOY UTTO av0 pwr ων. 


τῇ δὲ τελευτᾷ ἐς τὴν 


10 Hretpov τὸ ὄρος, χερσονησοειδές τε ἐστὶ καὶ ἰσθμὸς ὡς δυώδεκα 
σταδίων" πεδίον δὲ τοῦτο καὶ κολωνοὶ οὐ μεγάλοι ἐκ θαλάσσης 


7 ἀρταχαίου B || ἐπέστασαν : ἐπεστάτεον B, van H., Holder 9 


οἰκημένον Stein! 2, v 


ulg. || ὑπὸ ἀνθρώπων del. van H. Nonne suppleveris 


βαρβάρων vel διγλώσσων  νἱὰ. Thue. 4. 109 


4. 25. Blakesley has a rather cheap (or 
perhaps scholastic) remark on flogging 
at the expense of Larcher as a ‘closet 
critic.’ Hdt. censures the εὐήθεια of 
the Athenians (1. 60). 
7. ἐπέστασαν “were over- 
seers of the work.’ The dative would 
be more usual; cp. τῶν ἐπεστεώτων τῇ 
ζεύξει c. 35 infra. On Bubares and his 
father Megabazos cp. 5. 21, which sup- 
plies, in the marriage of Bubares wi 


a Makedonian princess, Gygaia, one 
reason, perhaps, for his present appoint- 
ment. e omission of the fact here, 


and of any reference to the former pas. 
age, indicates the independence of the 
Sources, and supports the priority of this. 
Cp. Introduction, § 7; on Artachaies, 
son of Artaios, ο. 117 infra. Why were 
there two LXpistatae? Did the one 
specially superintend the relays from 

ifis, and the other the local press- 
gangs | Or did they relieve each other 
in the local work ? 

8. ὁ yap Λθως ἐστί κτλ. The topo- 
graphy of Athos which follows challenges 
comparison with Thuc. 4. 109, and does 
not emerge altogether with credit. (1) 
Hdt. gives no general name for the 
peninsula (except Athos!?); Thuc. sup- 

lies the name Akte. Haack’s idea that 

"AOws is the mountain and ἡ Αθως 
the peninsula need not be maintained 
in view of the emended text of Thuc. 
δ. 35 (cp. Stuart Jones’s edition); but 
Thuc. 5. 82. 1 seems to use “Adws of 
the peninsula; cp. the φόρος inscripp. 
(Acés ἐκ τὸ "Αθο)ὴ. (2) Hdt. distinguishes 
on the peninsula the mountain Athos 
rising out of the sea, and the low-lying 
isthmos, correctly; he also gives the 
breadth of the isthmos (which Thucydides 
has no occasion to do) sufficiently cor- 
rectly at twelve stades ; but the seas on 
either side are described as the Akanthian 
sea, and the sea ‘opposite Torone’: this 


latter designation is a very strange one, 
considering the site of Torone, especially 
in relation to the ‘isthmus,’ and raises 
a doubt whether Hdt. had visited these 
parts before writing his description of 
them. Thuc. also has a sea (réAayos) 
on either side of the mountain, and 
names the one the ‘ Aegean,’ and the 
other the ‘Euboean,’ more correctly. 
(8) Hdt. and Thuc. each name six and 
the same six cities, or townships, on the 
peninsula, but in somewhat different 
order. Thuc. appears to enumerate the 
six starting from Sane, and going round 
in order from W. to E. side. Hdt. has 
a a the re in the ated order, 

t apparently transposed the posi- 
tions of T aah and Kleonai. (If this 
observation is correct Dion ought, upon 
the maps, to be placed SE. of Sane.) 
With the exception of Akrothoon all the 
names appear upon the Attic tribute- 
lists, but the list of neither historian is 
taken direct from the tribute-lists, on 
which the order is not geographice®. 
(4) Thuc.’s ethnology of the region is 
much fuller and more precise than Hdt.’s. 
Hdt. indeed calls Sane a πόλις Ἑλλάς, 
which may be taken to imply the pre- 
sence of non-Hellenic elements in the 
neighbourhood. Thuc. goes further; Sane 
he describes as a colony from Andros, 
and the rest he peoples with ξυμμεέκτοις 
ἔθνεσι βαρβάρων διγλώσσων Chalkidic, 
Pelasgo-Tyrsenian, Bisaltian, Krestonaean, 
Edonian! The comparison suggents the 
conclusion that in his own description 
of Akte Thuc. had this of Hdt. 
in view. Strabo 331 (Prag. 85) gives 
the five ‘Pelasgian’ townships as Kleonai, 
Olophyxos, Akrothooi, Dion, Th 
Hdt.’s οἰκημ. ὑπὸ ἀνθρώπων is ost 
impossible (‘not by wild beasts, as you 
might expect from my description, to 
say nothing of the sea there being θηριο- 
δεστάτη 6. 44); cp. App. Crit. 
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τῆς ᾿Ακανθίων ἐπὶ θάλασσαν τὴν ἀντίον Τορώνης. ἐν δὲ τῷ 
ἐσθμῷ τούτῳ, ἐς τὸν τελευτᾷ ὁ ἴἼΑθως, Σάνη πόλις Ἑλλὰς 
οἴκηται, αἱ δὲ ἐκτὸς Σάνης, ἔσω δὲ τοῦ ΓΑθω οἰκημέναι, τὰς 
τότε ὁ ἸΠέρσης νησιώτιδας ἀντὶ ἠπειρωτίδων ὅρμητο ποιέειν" τς 
εἰσὶ δὲ aide, Δῖον ᾿Ολόφυξος ᾿Ακρόθῳον Θύσσος Κλεωναί. 
πόλιες μὲν αὗται al τὸν ᾿Αθων νέμονται, ὥρυσσον δὲ ὧδε 28 
δασάμενοι τὸν χῶρον οἱ βάρβαροι κατὰ ἔθνεα: κατὰ Σάνην 
πόλεν σχοινοτενὲς ποιησάμενοι, ἐπείτε ἐγίνετο βαθέα ἡ διῶρυξ, 
οἱ μὲν κατώτατα ἑστεῶτες ὥρυσσον, ἕτεροι δὲ παρεδίδοσαν τὸν 
αἰεὶ ἐξορυσσόμενον χοῦν ἄλλοισι κατύπερθε ἑστεῶσι ἐπὶς 
βάθρων, οἱ δ᾽ αὖ ἐκδεκόμενοι ἑτέροισι, ἕως ἀπίκοιτο ἐς τοὺς 
ἀνωτάτω" οὗτοι δὲ ἐξεφόρεόν τε καὶ ἐξέβαλλον. τοῖσι μέν 


νυν ἄλλοισι πλὴν Φοινίκων καταρρηγνύμενοι οἱ κρημνοὶ τοῦ 


14 ἐκτὸς R, Stein, extra Valla: ἐντὸς 


16 δὲ om. 5 approb. van H. 


j| δῶν ABP || ἀκρόθωιον AB, Cobet: ἀκρόθωον B, Stein! || θύσσος B: 
ὕσσον a 23. 1 ὧδε. δασάμενοι corr. Stein 3 πόλιν secl. van H. 
| ἐπείτε Stein!: ἐπειδὴ Reiz: ἐπεὶ δὲ || ἐγίνετο aV: ἐγένετο RS 4 


κατωτάτω Cobet approb. van H. 


6 azixotro Stein®: ἀπικνέοντο ἢ 


Stein]? approb. van H., Holder: ἀπίκοντο 


18. ἐς τὸν τελεντᾷ ὁ Αθως. As Hat. 
says ‘ Athos ends in the isthmos,’ he is 
plainly looking as it were northwards, 
or from the sea: this observation favours 


the ing ἐντός (cp. App. Crit.), ‘this 
side of.’ , ‘on the land side of’ 
Athos. 


14 af δέ: reading this Stein supplies 
εἶσι. tds will then ' arya etal 

15. γησιώτιδας 
“ποιίοιν : a somewhat impious proceeding ; 
ep. 1. 87, and Introduction, § 11. 

33. 1. .. κατὰ yea. The 
labour of ing was divided on a double 
system: (a) o ἐφοίτων c. 22 supra, 
°F the same Phoenicians were not there 

the while ; (ὁ) δασάμενοι κατὰ ἔθνεα, 
the Phoenicians had to do one section, 
other ‘nations’ other sections, perhaps 
apportioned by lot (ἀπολαχόντες infra 
need not, however, be pressed so far). 
οἱ may include οἱ περὶ τὸν 
Αϑθων κατοικημένοι c, 22 supra; cp. App. 
Crit. But did the men of Sane take no 
part in the work! Perhaps they ‘drew 
the line’ at Sane in more senses than 
one: σχοισοτενὲς ποιησάμενοι (cp. σχοινο- 
τενέας ὑποδέξας διώρυχας 1. 189, and still 
ἼΝ concretely σχοινοτενέες διέξοδοι 1. 
199 

6. ἀπίκοιτο : 20. ὁ χοῦς ὁ αἰεὶ ἐξορυσ- 
σόμενοι. 


8. πλὴν Φοινίκων : there are appar- 
ently no Greek engineers or navvies at 
work, but, even so, it is hardly credible 
that any of the canal-diggers were 80 
utterly devoid of intelligence as to 
proceed in the way attributed to them 
all ‘except the Phoenicians’; or that, 
had they done so, they would have been 
allowed to proceed very far by the over- 
ἘΠ of the work. ae qabiieghre Fite 
perhaps upon some hearsay evidence, 
not fully understood, turns rather to the 
historian’s discredit. But the root of 
the evil may go somewhat deeper. The 
engineering works on the Canal are not 
here fully described ; an important addi- 
tion is made in ὁ. 37 infra, viz. ol χυτοὶ 
περὶ τὰ στόματα τῆς διώρυχος, moles, 
dams, breakwaters, which were (Hdt. 
says) intended to | a τὰ στόματα τοῦ 
ὀρύγματος from filling ἐὸν under the 
action of the ῥηχίη. y are these 
χυτοί not mentioned here? Was the 
need for them only discovered after 
αὐτὴ ἡ διῶρυξ had been nearly, or parti- 
ally, made? Were they no part of the 
original plant What then of Phoenician 
science and art (cogln)? And of what 
material were the dams or breakwaters 
(xurof) made? Was not the χοῦς utilized 
in the construction of the dams? Has 
Hdt. been guilty here of some confusion ? 


24 ἀληλεσμένος. 
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ὀρύγματος πόνον διπλήσιον παρεῖχον: ἅτε yap τοῦ τε ἄνω 
τοστόματος καὶ τοῦ κάτω τὰ αὐτὰ μέτρα ποιευμένων, ἔμελλέ 


σφι τοιοῦτο ἀποβήσεσθαι. 


ἄλλοισι ἔργοισι ἀποδείκνυνταε καὶ δὴ καὶ ἐν ἐκείνῳ. 


οἱ δὲ Φοίνικες σοφίην ἔν τε τοῖσι 


> 
aTro- 


λαχόντες γὰρ μόριον ὅσον αὐτοῖσι ἐπέβαλλε, ὥρυσσον τὸ μὲν 
ἄνω στόμα τῆς διώρυχος ποιεῦντες διπλήσιον ἢ ὅσην ἔδεε 
τς αὐτὴν τὴν διώρυχα γενέσθαι, προβαίνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἔργου 
συνῆγον αἰεί: κάτω τε δὴ ἐγίνετο καὶ ἐξισοῦτο τοῖσε ἄλλοισι 


τὸ ἔργον. 


ἐνθαῦτα λειμών ἐστι, ἵνα σφι ἀγορή τε éyivero 


καὶ πρητήριον" σῖτος δέ σφι πολλὸς ἐφοίτα ἐς τῆς ᾿Ασίης 


ὡς μὲν ἐμὲ συμβαλλόμενον εὑρίσκειν, μεγαλο- 





10 στόματος secl. Stein?® approb. van H., Holder 


14 στόμα 


860]. Stein? 8, ἄνω van H., neutrum Holder || ὅσην corr. van H.: ὅσον codd. 


Stein! 2, Holder 
δὲ 8, Holder || λιμὴν Jacobitz 
appr. van H. 


Has he not confounded some statement 
about the στόματα of the canal, in the 
sense of the upper edge, or edyes of the 
trench, with some statement about the 
στόματα of the canal in the sense of the 
outlet and the inlet? The skill of the 
Phoenicians was (we may suspect) chiefly 
displayed in the construction of the 
dams, designed to parent the στόματα 
τοῦ ὀρύγματος from being choked up by 
the action of tide or waves, as in c. 
87 infra, where nothing is said of 
Phoenician or other σοφίη, while here 
σοφίη is asserted to have been shown by 
the Phoenicians in digging their part of 
the Canal in the only way in which any 
sane men could attempt to dig it. (No 
wonder Stein, not observing the bearin 
of c. 37 on the point, wishes to get ri 
of στόματα here!) This Herodotean 
raise of Phoenician science might well 
an earlier and more innocent point of 
view with the historian before he was 
acquainted with the great feats of Greek 
engineers, cp. 8. 60, 4. 88. 

16. pe | : 8c. αὐτὸ or τὴν διώρυχα, 
‘drew together,’ ‘narrowed’; cp. πρῴρην 
συνάγοντες, 1. 194. 

κάτω τε δὴ ἐγίνετο καὶ ἐξισοῦτο 
«τοῖσι ἄλλοισι τὸ ἔργον. The construc- 
tion is a parataxis (cp. Index s.v.). 
τοῖσι ἄλλοισι is a brachylogy for τῷ τῶν 
ἄλλων, cp. 2. 183, where Mykerinos 
leaves behind him a pyramid πολλὸν 
érdoow τοῦ πατρός. 

18. otros . . ἀληλεσμένος, ‘flour.’ 


16 ἐξίσωτο Naber appr. van H. 


17 ἐνθαῦτα 
19 ἀληλεσμένος : ἀληλεμένος Cobet 


φοιτᾶν, ἀγορή, πρητήριον as ‘economic’ 
terms are observable, and likewise the 
forethought and skill of the Commis- 
sariat department. 

44. 1. ὧς μὲν Gd... Eeyaloerer Sas 
εἵνεκεν, cp. c. 186 infra. Hdt. moralizes 
upon the aim and object of the Canal. 
It was to serve (according to him) merely 
as an exhibition of power and as a 
memorial; otherwise, he thinks, the 
Persian fleet might have been 
across the isthmos. His reasoning is 
not very profound. 

On his own showing the Persian fleet 
consisted of 1207 ships of war, not te 
speak of transports, etc. (8000) ; the 
time and labour of moving such a fleet 
from sea to sea on rollers, or a δίολκος, 
would have been immense (μηδένα πόνον 
λαβόντας 1) Greek ships in small numbers 
were from time to time transported in 
this way over rather smaller distances 
(cp. Thuc. 8. 81, 4. 8); but the applica- 
tion of such methods to the king's fleet, 
even if bare would have involved 
a great loss of time. (Those who study 
to reduce the fleet of Xerxes to the 
aes. dimensions are os to cite 

is in support of their conten- 
tion bor ne it 4 ork: the alterna- 
tive must be to see in it an illustration 
of superficiality and inconsequence in 
Hdt.’s philosophy—no new thing.) Hdt. 
and the popular traditions he here 
follows made too much of the Canal as a 
wonder-work. It was really a simple 


23—25 
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φροσύνης εἵνεκεν αὐτὸ ἘΞέρξης ὀρύσσειν ἐκέλευε, ἐθέλων τε 
δύναμιν ἀποδείκνυσθαι καὶ μνημόσυνα λιπέσθαι" παρεὸν γὰρ 
μηδένα πόνον λαβόντας τὸν ἰσθμὸν τὰς νέας διειρύσαι, ὀρύσσειν 
ἐκέλευε διώρυχα τῇ θαλάσσῃ εὗρος ὡς δύο τριήρεας πλέειν ς 


ὁμοῦ ἐλαστρεομένας. 


τοῖσι δὲ αὐτοῖσι τούτοισι, τοῖσί περ 


καὶ τὸ ὄρυγμα, προσετέτακτο καὶ τὸν Στρυμόνα ποταμὸν 


ζεύξαντας γεφυρῶσαι. 


Ταῦτα μέν νυν οὕτω ἐποίεε, παρεσκευάζετο δὲ καὶ ὅπλα 25 


24. 6 ἐλαστρενομένας C: ἐλαστρευμένας Eustath. IL p. 1161 


25. 1 παρεσκευάζοντο ABC 


bit of engineering (“ἰδ might without 
much labour be renewed,” Leake, North. 
Greece, iii. 145), not as difficult of 
execation, in the soft soil of the isthmos, 
as the projected canal at Knidos (1. 174), 
or the canal recently cut through the 
rocky isthmos of Korinth (and often 
ci ie in antiquity, from the days of 

eriander, Diog. L. 1. 99, to those of 
Nero, cp. B. W. Henderson, Life and 


a sear ce of the Emperor Nero, 1908, 
p. 386), or the canals in Egypt So sae 
t carried by Dareios from the Nile 
into the Red Sea (2. 158, 4. 89)—to say 
ing of modern instances. The 
Greeks who controlled but small supplies 
of labour viewed topo se with 
exaggerated astonishment, and saw a 
hint of impiety (68ps) in them. Cp. 
c. 22 supra. 
It is not necessary to rush to the other 
extreme and see in the Athos, or Akte- 
Canal, an evidence of a far-seeing com- 
mercial policy, determined to improve 
the trade-routes of the empire. The 
simpler, indeed, and easier the work, the 
more adequate is. the immediate strategic 
, 88 in the narrative of 
Frat. beside his own theory and motiva- 
tion. In that case the Canal served its 
and afterwards fell into disuse 
vith the retirement of the Persian from 
Europe ; there was no adequate motive, 
either strategic or commercial, for main- 
taining it, and no doubt it would have 
required constant dredging and repairs. 
The existence of the Canal need never 
have been doubted (as by Juvenal, 10. 
174) ; not only is its seas guaranteed 
by Thuc. 4. 109 as well as by Hdt., but 
actual traces of the course of the Canal 
are still visible tn loco; cp. Leake, 
North. Greece, iii. 144. Whether the 
Canal, however, was actually used by 


the fleet of Xerxes has been doubted. 
Demetrios of Skepsis, ap. Strabon. 6. 
331, Fr. 35, asserted that though the 
Canal was begun it was never finished, 
asa | of rock existed a stade wide 
apparently near the sea at the 8. (SW.) 
end, ‘‘ which it would be impossible to 
quarry right across to the sea, or at any 
rate to cut into deep enough to render 
it navigable.” Stein this as the 
rape ee of an eyewitness, and accepts 
it as final (like Juvenal), but it was not 
for the eyewitness to say what was 
possible or impossible, but to re to 
the facts: was there a cutting through 
the rocky ledge (if it exists) or not? 
Unfortunately the political condition of 
the locality at present renders archaeo- 
logical or topographical inquiries a 
mnatter of great difficulty; but Leake 
does not notice any such obstacle, and 
treats the Canal as a simple feat of 
μὲ ra λ. tly th al 
5. KTA.: ἃ en e norm 
width of snch wena ct : 2. 158, Deme- 
trios of Skepsis (Strabo, 2.9.) gave the 
actual width as a plethron (100 Greek 
feet), which would not be wide enough 
for two triremes to row abreast (Stein). 
But perhaps the two triremes might be 
lashed t together on their inner idee : or 
el emetrios under-estimated the 


wi 

7. τὸν LIrpupdva ποτα ee 
‘oer that the same Se choad ave 

ad this work to execute suggests that 
they had time to . Was there no 
bridge already on the Strymon? c. 114 
infra without this passage would leave 
it an open question. 

25. 1. wapeoxevdfero . . ὅπλα, ‘he 
caused ropes to be prepared. .’ The 
bridges (rds γεφύραξ) would presumably 
include the one over the Strymon, men- 


38 HPOAOTOY VII 
és τὰς γεφύρας βύβλινά τε καὶ λευκολίνον, ἐπιτάξας Poin 


τε καὶ Αἰγυπτίοισι, καὶ σιτία τῇ στρατιῇ καταβάλλειν, ἵνα 
μὴ λιμήνειε ἡ στρατιὴ μηδὲ τὰ ὑποζύγια ἐλαυνόμενα ἐπὶ τὴν 
ς Ἑλλάδα: ἀναπυθόμενος δὲ τοὺς χώρους καταβάλλειν ἐκέλευε 


ἵνα ἐπιτηδεότατον εἴη, ἄλλα 
πορθμηίοισι ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης 


ἃ σιτία: σῖτον Cobet 


6 ἄλλον RSV(B) appr. Cobet 


ἄλλῃ ἀγινέοντας ὁλκάσι τε καὶ 
πανταχόθεν. 


τὸν δὲ ὧν σῖτον 


ἐκ 


secl, van H. || σῖτον Stein® (fortasse τὸν δὴ ὧν πλεῖστον σῖτον ϑεϊηϊ : τὸν 
δὴ ὧν σῖτον οἱ μὲν ἐς! Stein®): πλεῖστον codd. Holder: τὸν δὲ ὧν 


πλεῖστον σῖτον van H. 





tioned just above, though there were to 
be two bridges over the Hellespont. 
But probably the other larger rivers in 
Thrace were brid too ‘(Hebros and 
Nestos, and probably the Axios in 
Macedonia), so that at least half a dozen 
large bri are here in question ; and 
they may all have been ‘pontoons’ rather 
than such bridges as Caesar threw 
across the Rhine (cp. B.G. 4.17). As to 
the materials of which the ropes were com- 
posed, it would be natural to assign the 
papyros (βύβλινα) to the Egyptian and 
the hemp (λευκόλινο») to the Phoenician, 
as is in fact done c. 34 infra; but G. 
Wilkinson (ap. Rawlinson ad J.) asserts 
the Egyptians to have used both materials 
for cables. oo that depends upon 
the exact material denoted by λευκόλινον, 
which Stein (following Hehn, Kultur- 
pflanzen,? p. 144) takes to be identical 
with the λευκέα of Spain, employed by 
Hiero II. for the ropes of his ship of state 
(Athenaeus, 206), and that again with 
the Esparto- , Stipa tenacissima, long 
known to the Phoenicians of Xerxes’ 
days. And was not palm-fibre invari- 
ably used in t for ropes? Cp. 
F. Li. Griffith, ‘The Egypt of Ferodotus’ 
in Nat. Home-Reading Union Mag. xv. 
(1904) 257. 

6. ἵνα, ‘where,’ as c. 23 supra, though 
just before used with its telic force. εἴη 
is optative, not because of the conjunction 
but because of the indirect oration, or 
dependence of the phrase. 

ὁ would be used at sea; 
πορθμήια in rivers, or sheltered places. 
-7. σῖτον must in any case be sup- 
plied for the ms. reading πλεῖστον, but 
the distinction drawn, by Stein, between 
σῖτος here and σιτία above (grain: pro- 
visions) is perhaps overdone; cp. 5. 34 
otra καὶ word. bet would read σῖτον 
above also; cp. App. Crit. 


The list of the depdts, or magazines, 
comprises or implies five chief dep6ts on 
the European side, but may not be quite 
complete. 1. Δευκὴ ἀκτὴ situated, as 
appears from Skylax, 67, on the Pro- 
ἘΠΠΗΣ just beyond the limit of the 

hersonese: μετὰ δὲ τὴν Χερρόνησόν ἐστι 
Θράκια τείχη τάἀδε' πρῶτον Δευκὴ ᾿Ακτή, 
Τειρίστασις xrd. Forbiger (Alte Geo- 
graphie, iii. 1081) would identify it with 

int ‘St. George.’ Stein identifies it 
for reasons not given) with Alkibiades’ 
castle in this district. 2. Tvpé8ia, 
laced by Stephanos B. near Serrhion 
ton c. 59 infra), i.e. near the mouth of 
the Hebros (cp. Forbiger, Alte Geogr. 
iii, 1074), εὐ φρο τα which (a) comes 
too near Doriskos, the next depdt men- 
tioned, and (δ) lies too far from Perinthos 
for the qualification τὴν Περινθίων. A 
Τυρόδιζα appears in the rang eiaia 
region, among the tributaries of Athens, 
on the Quota-Lists (five times), payin 
from 1000 to 500 Dr. The order o 
names within the region not being geo- 
graphical, we cannot fix precisely the 
site of Tyrodiza from these lista, but it 
cannot have been within the ‘ ian’ 
region. Kiepert’s map places it close to 
Perinthos, perhaps on the stre of 
this passage. Stein proposes to identi 
it with Τειρίστασις (leg. Τυρόστασι), whi 
brings it close to Leuke Akte, and con- 
nects the name with ‘ Tyre’ (Phoenician) 
and Thracian dizo=ordois. (The Phoe- 
nician reference is rather far-fetched.) 
Perhaps the depdt at Leuke Akte was the 
same under another name (cp. the con- 
fusion in the text here, App. Crit.). In 
any case these depéts on the Propontis, 
especially if there was one as far east 
as Perinthos, suggest the Pontos as the 
source of the corn supply (cp. the absurd 
anecdote c. 147 infra). 8. Aoploxos, 
fully identified and located, c. 59 infra. 


25-26 
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«οἱ μὲν» és Λευκὴν ἀκτὴν καλεομένην τῆς Θρηίκης ἀγίνεον, 
of δὲ ἐς Τυρόδιζαν τὴν Περινθίων, of δὲ ἐς Δορίσκον, of δὲ ἐς 
"Hidva τὴν ἐπὶ Στρυμόνι, of δὲ ἐς Μακεδονίην διατεταγμένοι. τὸ 


"Ev ᾧ δὲ οὗτοι τὸν προκείμενον πόνον ἐργάζοντο, ἐν τούτῳ 26 


ὁ πεζὸς ἅπας συλλελεγμένος ἅμα Ἐξέρξῃ ἐπορεύετο ἐς Σάρδις, 
ἐκ Κριτάλλων ὁρμηθεὶς τῶν ἐν Καππαδοκίῃ: ἐνθαῦτα yap 


εἴρητο συλλέγεσθαι πάντα τὸν κατ᾽ ἤπειρον μέλλοντα ἅμα 


αὐτῷ Ἐξέρξῃ πορεύεσθαι στρατόν. 


ὃς μέν νυν τῶν ὑπάρχωνς 


στρατὸν κάλλιστα ἐσταλμένον ἀγωγὼν τὰ προκείμενα παρὰ 
βασιλέος ἔλαβε δῶρα, οὐκ ἔχω φράσαι" οὐδὲ γὰρ ἀρχὴν ἐς 


8 of 


4. "Ηιόνα τὴν ἐπὶ t: cp. 8. 118, 
Thac. 1. 98. 1, in distinction from ᾿Ηιόνα 
τὴ» ἐπὶ Θράκη: Μενδαίων ἀποικίαν Thuc. 
4. 7. 1, and several other places of the 
same name, the Strymonian Eion here 
mentioned being the only one, perhaps, 
the position of which can be exactly 
fixed (cp. Arnold's note to Thuc. 4. 7). 
δ. és Μακεδονίην is curiously vague; the 
subsequent narrative suggests Therme (c. 
127 infra) as the precise spot. Leuke 

or Tyrodiza, Doriskos, Kion and 
Therme do in fact mark four important 
stations on the subsequent advance of 
the Persians ; but it is possible that the 
list here given is by po means exhaustive 
even for the European side (e.g. were no 
stores accumulated at Sestos?), though 
the chapter is important as confirming 
the scale upon which the king’s opera- 
tions were undertaken; cp. further, 
Appendix IT. § 4. 

46. 3. ἐκ Κριτάλλων.. τῶν ἐκ Kas- 
«παδοκίῃ. The identification of Kritalla 
is still a problem in Anatolian geography. 
It is generally assumed (e.g. by Baehr, 
Rawlinson, Stein) that (1) Xerxes ad- 
vanced by the Royal Road (5. 52 f., 
ep. Hdt. IV.-VI. A eee XIII.) and 
(2) that the Royal did not 
through ae cee Gates. re cues 
principles Rennel’s proposed identifica- 
tion ἐν Kritalla with Archelais (Erekii) 
falls to the ground ; but cp. oy igre 
II. § 8. Blakesley suggested that the 
name contains the cert- or crif- (seen in 

ο certa)=castra and Halys (-alla), 
note to 5. 52, but supposed that the 
Halys in question is not the well-known 
Halys, but another river of the same 
name. Kritalla must represent some 


μὲν Stein® || Θρηίκης : θρηικίης a: θρήκης B 26. 1 
πόνον : πόρον RSV(B) prob. Cobet, Holder 


3 yap om. ABC 


important station and αι δῶν (‘Knoten- 
u 


unkt’) between the brates and the 
alys, but it is ible that Hdt. is 
mistaken in thinking that the kin 


actually crossed the a bea his marc 
westwards. Cp. Appendix II. 8 3. 

4. πάντα τὸν x. 4. μ. ἅμα αὐτῷ ἘΞ. 
π. or. Hdt. has said just before that 
ὁ πεῖὸς ἅπας (including presumably ἡ 
ἵπποῖ) was under march with the king. 
It is only much later (c. 121 infra) that 
Hdt. distinguishes a column of the army 
especially attached to the king. The 
words, east rial rahe involve μὰ 
important oug rhape not full 
designed ) limitation. ἐπε ἢ confine the 
muster at Kritalla (as indeed common 
sense requires) to the eastern contingents 
from beyond Euphrates, or to a part of 
them. Cp. Appendix II. § 5. The 
Anatolian levies presumably mustered at 
Sardes, or at Abydos, an 
next spring. 

5. ὑπάρχων: lieutenant-governors, or 
satraps (cp. c. 19 supra), though here 
commanders, lieutenant-generals seem 
rather required by the sense. The two 
offices were not identical in Persian 
organization ; cp. c. 186 infra. 

6. ra... Sapa : co. 8, 19 supra. 

7. οὐδ) . . οἶδα. This admission 
tends to discredit the record above of 
the king’s promise and speech. It 
would, indeed, have been no easy matter 
to adjudicate such a prize among com- 
petitors of such various and motley 
array; nor can we well imagine its 
having been given save to some governor 
or leader of the ‘home bh (Persis, 
Kissia, Media), or to Hydarnes for his 
Immortals (cc. 40, 88 infra). If gifts, 


only in the 


40 HPOAOTOY 


κρίσιν τούτου πέρι ἐλθόντας οἶδα. 


ΥΙΣ 


of δὲ ἐπείτε διαβάντες 


τὸν Αλυν ποταμὸν ὧὡμίλησαν τῇ Φρυγίῃ, δι’ αὐτῆς πορευόμενοι 
10 ἀπίκοντο ἐς Κελαινάς, ἵνα πηγαὶ ἀναδιδοῦσι Μαιάνδρου ποταμοῦ 


ὃ περιελθόντος B: περιελθόντας Ps 


β, van H., Holder 


rewards, and so forth, were given on 
this occasion, were they not more widely 
we. διαβάντι. τὸν “Ahwy oraply 

8. vres τὸν “Αλυν . 
Hdt. apparently conceived the Halys as 
flowing, in a straight line N., across 
Asia Minor, cp. 1. 72; on that plan 
you could hardly come westward at all 
without tage it. If the king really 
crossed the H (here as elsewhere 


Loar gr pa boun between ‘ Phrygia 
and ‘ Kappadokia’) it would no doubt 
have been by the bridge on the Royal 


Road near Pteria (cp. Hdt. IV.-VI. 
Appendix XIII.); but as we next find 
the king far to the south at Kelainai it 
is permissible to doubt whether his route 
lay across the true Halys at all. ὧμί- 
Anoay, ο. 214. of δέ just before shows 
δέ with the resumed subject, though 
the subject, strictly speaking, is in this 
case a fresh one. 

10. Kedawads. Of the practical identity 
of Kelainai with Apameia (Dineir) there 
is no doubt (Hamilton, Asia Minor, 
i. 498 ff.; Hirschfeld, Abhk. ἃ. Akad. 
Berl. 1875; Ho in J.H.8. ix. 
(1888) pp. 348 ff.); Murray’s Handbook 
Jor Asia Minor (1895), p. 106; Ramsay, 
Asia Mi. (1890), p. 41. 

The position has been (and might per- 
haps again be) one of great commercial 
and strategic im ce, ‘‘commanding 
the t road from the Lycus valley to 
the interior.” The natural features of 
the landscape have also made the spot 
a centre of romance and history. Xerxes 
built a ace there on his return 
journey, if we may trust Xen. Anab, 1. 2. 
9. Kyros the younger also had a palace 
and a paradise there, Xen. 1. 2.7. Alex- 
ander visited and reduced the strong- 
hold in 334-8, Arrian, Anab. 1. 29. 1. 
It was also an important centre in 
Roman times. ‘‘The most striking 
feature of Dineir is the group of 
sp i that form the headwaters of 
the Moeander.” A famous coin of 
Apameia shows the local dessa sur- 
rounded by four river-gods with the 
legend MAI: MAP: 6ER:OR: that is, 
Μαίανδρος, Μαρσύας, Θέρμα͵ 'Opyds. The 


10 ἀπίκοντο a: παρεγένοντο 


third can only mean the modern Ilidja, 
the single hot spring of Dineir (wrongly 
identified by Hirschfeld with the Marsyas), 
Hogarth, 2.6. p. 348, agente it with 
“the lost Obrimas of Pliny” (Nat. Hist. 
5. 29), who does not mention a Therma. 
The Orgas is found in the Sheikh Arab 
Chai (Murray, op. ὁ. p. 106), which rises 
in the S. and winds round a hill to join 
the ‘Maeander’ or the ‘ Marsyas,’ ac- 
cording to the identification of those 


has followed Strabo 835 in the identifica- 
tion of the Maeander with “the centraland 
most striking source,” the Hudaverdy, 
while Hogarth shows that Xenophon 
identified that stream with the Marsyas, 
and gives some reason to think that 
the name of the Maeander might have 
shifted from the one source to the other 
between the time of Xenophon and 
Strabo. This hypothesis seems prefer- 
able to the alternative supposition, that 
there have been violent natural con- 
vulsions in the landscape, in order to 
explain the failure of any other stream 
but the Hudaverdy, or Maeander, of 
Strabo and Hirschfeld, to correspond 
with the ancient descriptions of the 
Marsyas. Mr. Hogarth’s solution of the 
whole difficulty is that ‘‘the Maeander 
had . . no distinct source . . but was 
simply the united river formed by the 
junction of the Marsyas, Obrimas (or 
herma), and Orgas.” 

Hadt.’s description of the place makes 
it pretty certain that he is not writing 
from at He mentions only two 
streams, and, though he refers to the 
legend of Marsyas, he names the second 
stream, ‘‘as big as the Maiandros,” the 
xarappyxrys—rather a Ὁ het epithet 
than a proper name ; nor did the stream 
rise in the market-place (probably). 
though the Agora may have been just 
under the Akropolis, from a cave on 
which the Marsyas apparently flowed 
(Xenophon l.c.). Moreover Hdt. makes 
no mention of the palace built by Xerxes. 


46.--27 
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καὶ ἑτέρου οὐκ ἐλάσσονος ἢ Μαιάνδρου, τῷ οὔνομα τυγχάνει 
ἐὸν Karappyerns, ὃς ἐξ αὐτῆς τῆς ἀγορῆς τῆς Κελαινέων ἀνα- 
τέλλων ἐς τὸν Μαίανδρον ἐκδιδοῖ" ἐν τῇ καὶ ὁ τοῦ Σιληνοῦ 
Μαρσύεω ἀσκὸς [ἐν τῇ πόλι] ἀνακρέμαται, τὸν ὑπὸ Φρυγῶν 


λόγος ἔχεε ὑπὸ ᾿Απόλλωνος ἐκδαρέντα ἀνακρεμασθῆναι. 


ταύτῃ τῇ πόλι ὑποκατήμενος Πύθιος ὁ “Aruos ἀνὴρ Λυδὸς 
ἐξείνισε τὴν βασιλέος στρατιὴν πᾶσαν ξεινίοισε μογίστοισι καὶ 


11 ἑτέρον ποταμοῦῖ van H. || ἢ Μαιάνδρου del. van H. 12 


καταρήκτης ABC 
van H. 
ABR 


(Blakesley’s idea that the palace, though 
ascribed to Xerxes, was post-Herodotean 
is the more violent hypothesis. ) 
18. ὁ τοῦ Σιληνοῦ Μαρσύεω ἀσκός. 
Xenophon (Anabd. 1. 2. 8) also tells the 
: ἐνταῦθα λέγεται ᾿Απόλλων ἐκδεῖραι 
Μαρσύαν, νικήσας ἐρίζοντά οἱ περὶ σοφίας, 
καὶ τὸ δέρμα κρεμάσαι ἐν τῷ ἄντρῳ ὅθεν 
αἱ πηγαί" διὰ δὲ τοῦτο ὁ ποταμὸς καλεῖται 
Μαρσύα:. Diodor. 8. ὅ8 and Apollodoros 
1. 4. 2 give the myth in more elaborate 
forms, but perhaps Solon was already 
acquainted therewith (ἀσκὸς δεδάρθαι 
Frag. 33.7; Bergk, ii.‘ p. δά, ἜΡΡΑΤΒΕΥ 
as a proverbial expression). ὁ motif 
was frequently for the plot of satyr- 
dramas org in Roscher’s Lexikon, 
2440). t the actual story is of 
ian’ aca i one sant 
a very improbable ; it is thoroug 
Greek in tendency, and signifies the 
victory of the Hellenic and his 
instrument or his art over the barbarian 
end his blow-pipes. The formula ὑπὸ 
Φρνγῶν λόγος ἔχει shows, indeed, how 
little weight can be attached to such 
a paar eerie cp. oe § 10. 
6 ‘flaying’ me ‘Phrygian’ (a 
*‘barbarons’ panishiiant: cp. Hastings, 
Diet. of Bible, i. (1898) 525), as the figure 
of Marsyas himself, ‘the spring-demon 
and piper,’ is originally. But perha 
the doxés in the first instance was only 
the bellows of the bag-pipes? Stein 
sees in it a symbol of the Scares! The 
native name of the river at Kelainai was 
Masnes or Masses (F. H.G. iv. 629): 
when the Masses was converted into the 
Marsyas (cp. Hdt. 5. 118) the symbol 
was converted into the piper’s own skin. 
Bat this exegesis presupposes the myth. 
It is more natural to think of the doxés 
as ἃ wine-skin and to connect it with the 


13 σειληνοῦ B: σιληνοῦ ‘confirmatur titulis’ 
14 ἐν τῇ πόλι del. Valckenaer 
3 τήν «τε: ἴ Stein! 3 approb. van H. 


27. 2. ὑποκαθήμενος 


‘Silenos.’ In regard to ‘Silenos’ Stein 
notes that others made him a ‘Satyr’; 
Rawlinson shows that ‘Silenos’ was 
originally the chief Satyr. Marsyas, in 
opposition to Apollo and Athene, is 
associated with Dionysos (Silenos) and 
with Kybele (flute-music). The contest 
was a hvcrits subject in Greek litera- 
ture and art, of which one classic example 
is to be seen on the celebrated Mantineian 
frieze (now in Athens), another on one 
of the Sidonian sarcophagi (now in 
Constantinople); see er on the 
myth and its representations Jessen in 
Roscher’s Lexikon, sub v. 

41. 2. Πύθιος &“Arvos ἀνὴρ Δνδός. 
Urlichs (RA. Mus. N. F. x. 26) first 
suggested that this man was a son of 
Atys, son of Kroisos, cp. 1. 84. The 
anecdote that follows is a tale often 
repeated, with additions or variants. 
Plutarch 2.6. infra gives the name as 
Πυθής (cp. Steph. Byz. sub v. Πυθόπολε:) ; 
a scholiast on Aristeid. Πυθέας. Pliny 
(38. 10) made the man a ‘Bithynian’; 
Basil Mag. calls him a ‘Mysian’ (cp. 
Baehr's aoe ad me Grote, oy an 
obvious slip, a ‘ gian ’ — perhaps 
as he awaited the Ba at Kelainai. 
(ὑποκα , not “lived in,” Rawlin- 
son ; cp. 8. 40 infra of a hostile position, 
at a distance from home.) The name is 
suggestive of the Delphic relations of the 
Mermnad house (and doubly suggestive 
in the city of Marsyas!). Stein regards 
Plutarch, Mor. 263 f., as only ‘‘a moral- 
izing novelette,” but the representation 
of Pythios as (1) governor of a city, 
and (2) owner of gold mines, should 
not be dismissed as unhistorical (cp. 
Geltzer, “Zeitalter ἃ. Gyges,” 2 Rh. Mus. 
xxxv. (1880); Radet, Lydte (1893), 
p- 82). 


ἐν 27 
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VII 


αὐτὸν Ἐξρξην, χρήματά te ἐπαγγέλλετο βουλόμενος ἐς τὸν 


5 πόλεμον παρέχειν. 


ἐπαγγελλομένου δὲ χρήματα Πυθίου, εἴρετο 


Ἐέρξης Περσέων τοὺς παρεόντας τίς τε ἐὼν ἀνδρῶν Πύθιος 


καὶ κόσα χρήματα ἐκτημένος ἐπαωγγέλλοιτο ταῦτα. 


of δὲ 


εἶπαν “ὦ βασιλεῦ, οὗτος ἐστὶ ὅς τοι τὸν πατέρα Δαρεῖον 
ἐδωρήσατο τῇ πλατανίστῳ τῇ χρυσέῃ καὶ τῇ ἀμπέλῳ ὃς καὶ 
10 νῦν ἐστι πρῶτος ἀνθρώπων πλούτῳ τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν μετὰ σέ." 


28 θωμάσας δὲ τῶν ἐπέων τὸ τελευταῖον Ἐξέρξης αὐτὸν δεύτερα 
εἴρετο Πύθιον ὁκόσα οἱ εἴη χρήματα. 


ὃ δὲ εἶπε “ὦ βασιλεῦ, 


οὔτε σε ἀποκρύψω οὔτε σκήψομαι τὸ μὴ εἰδέναι τὴν ἐμεωντοῦ 





4 βουλόμενος. 
ἐς τὸν πόλεμον servanda fuerint 
8 Δαρεῖον secl. van Η. 
van H. 
3 τὸ μὴ <ovx> εἰδέναι van H. 


4. trayyé& ero (mid.), ‘ offered,’ ‘ pro- 
mised.’ Cp. c. 1 supra. 

6. II ν τ. π΄, his immediate suite. 
Blakesley’s note on Xerxes’ question (the 
king knowing nothing of thedonor’sname, 
but familiar with his gifts), ‘‘ beautifully 
characteristic of courtly selfishness,’ 
hardly requires refutation; apart from 
all other arguments, is the question 
really authentic? is it more than a 
literary ἜΤΙ or formula ? oe 105). 

9. τῇ πλαταν ἢ χρυσέῃ καὶ τῇ 
dusty : the gifts had “bean presented; 
perhaps, on the occasion of Dareios’ visit 
to Sardes in 512 B.o. (cp. Hdt. IV.-VI. 
App. IV. § 8). These objects must have 
been famous to pass into anecdote in 
this fashion, though but few Greeks in 
the time of Hdt. can have seen them. 
Urlichs (2.6. supra) supposes them to 
have been among the treasures of Kroisos; 
they were works of one or other Samian 
Theodoros, or at least the golden vine 
apparently was (ἄμπελος 'Apratépty (sic) 
χρυσῇ, Θεοδώρου Σαμίου ποίημα, ἄχρηστον 
ὄργον τρυφῶντος Μήδου κατὰ τῆς φύσεως, 
Photius, Biblioth. 612 Η after Himerios). 
Athenaeus 12. 514 f. ἣν δ᾽ ἐν τῷ κοιτῶνι 
καὶ λιθοκόλλητος ἄμπελος χρυσῆ ὑπὲρ τῆς 
κλίνης (so far Chares οὗ Mitylene). τὴν 
δὲ ἄμπελον ταύτην ᾿Αμύντας φησὶν ἐν τοῖς 
Σταθμοῖς καὶ βότρνας ἔχειν ἐκ τῶν πολυτε- 
λεστάτων ψήφων συντεθειμένους (not far 
off was a golden krater, a work of 
Theodoros the Samian). The vine was 
spony a large object if it over- 
shadowed the couch on which (Phylarchos 


. παρέχειν 860]. van H. dubitans tamen utrum verba 


5 [χρήματα Πυθίου) van H. 


9 τῇ «τε: πλατανίστῳῇ Stein!? approb. 
28. 1 αὐτὸν Tournier: αὐτὸς codd. Stein! 3: αὖτις Krueger 


said) the kings held audience (ἐχρημά- 
τιζον : which Rawlinson humorously (ἢ) 
translates ‘slept,’ Athenaeus, 12. 589). 
The bunches of grapes were represented 
by emeralds and carbuncles (ibid.). The 

ane-tree, on the other hand, was small 
feo Antiochos of Arcadia s ing sar- 
castically apud Xenoph. Hell. 7. 1. 38 
τὴν ὑμνουμένην ἂν χρυσῆν πλάτανον οὐχ 
ἱκανὴν εἶναι ἔφη τέττιγι σκιὰν παρέχει»). 
The vine is last heard of anthentically 
in possession of Antigonos in 316 B.c. 
(αὐτὸς δὲ παραλαβὼν τὴν ἐν Σούσοις ἄκραν 
κατέλαβεν ἐν αὐτῇ τήν τε χρυσῆν ἀνα- 
δενδράδα καὶ πλῆθος ἄλλων κατασκενα- 
σμάτων Diodor. 19. 48). Perhaps it 
went into the melting-pot then, with 
the plane-tree to boot. 

10. τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν : mere conven- 
tionalism, whether uttered by Hdt. 
himself, or, as here, by the mouth of 
one of his dramatis personae ; cp. c. 20. 

28. 1. δεύτερα, ‘in the second place.’ 
The king's previous question had not 
been addressed to ios himaelf (αὐτόν), 
or τὸ δεύτερον might have stood here ; 
cp. 5. 28. 

8. οὔτε σε ἀποκρύψω : sc. τὴν οὐσίην 
(cp. 1. 92, 6. 86, etc., the primary sense 
of οὐσία, ‘substance "= Property). 

οὔτε σκήψομαι τὸ μὴ : the 
negative is here quite Bs are and in- 
evitable, but would no doubt equally 
have stood idiomatically after ἀποκρύψω. 
(ἀποκρύπτεσθαί τινά τι is the more usual 
idiom, here perhaps avoided on account 
of the coming σκήψομαι.) 
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οὐσίην, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιστάμενός τοι ἀτρεκέως καταλέξω. ἐπείτε γὰρ 
τάχιστά σε ἐπυθόμην ἐπὶ θάλασσαν καταβαίνοντα τὴνς 
“Ἑλληνίδα, βουλόμενός τοι δοῦναι ἐς τὸν πόλεμον χρήματα 
ἐξεμάνθανον, καὶ εὗρον λογιζόμενος ἀργυρίον μὲν δύο χιλιάδας 
ἐούσας μοι ταλάντων, χρυσοῦ δὲ τετρακοσίας μυριάδας στατήρων 
Δαρεικῶν ἐπιδεούσας ἑπτὰ χιλιάδων. καὶ τούτοισί σε ἐγὼ 
δωρέομαι" αὐτῷ δέ μοι ἀπὸ ἀνδραπόδων τε καὶ γεωπέδων το 
ἀρκέων ἐστὶ Bios.” ὃ μὲν ταῦτα ἔλεγε, Ἐέρξης δὲ ἡσθεὶς 29 
τοῖσε εἰρημένοισι εἶπε “ ξεῖνε Λυδέ, ἀγὼ ἐπείτε ἐξῆλθον τὴν 
Περσίδα χώρην, οὐδενὶ ἀνδρὶ συνέμιξα ἐς τόδε ὅστις ἠθέλησε 
ξείνια προθεῖναι στρατῷ τῷ ἐμῷ, οὐδὲ ὅστις ἐς ὄψιν τὴν ἐμὴν 
καταστὰς αὐτεπάγγελτος ἐς τὸν πόλεμον ἐμοὶ ἠθέλησε συμ-ς 
βαλέσθαι χρήματα, ἔξω σεῦ. σὺ δὲ καὶ ἐξείνισας μεγάλως 
στρατὸν τὸν ἐμὸν καὶ χρήματα μεγάλα ἐπαγγέλλεαι. σοὶ ὧν 





ὅ ἐπυθόμην τάχιστά σε B approb. Holder, van H. 7 ἐξεμάνθανον 


Stein?: ἐξέμαθον 8 χρυσοῦ ABC: χρυσίου B, Stein?, Holder, 
van H. 9 χιλιάδων B, Eustath. 1]. 339, 366: χιλιαδέων α |] oe A: 
ye BS 10 γεωπέδων PS (=B: yeorédwy R): yewrediwy ABC: 
γεωπόδων 2 11 dpxéwy om. z 29. 6 μεγάλως : μεγαλωστὶ ἢ 
van H. 7 μεγάλα om. ABC 





4. ἀτραιόως καταλέξω: an ‘Homeric 
reminiscence,’ ep. c. 159 infra; hard] 
ΓῚ iate in the mouth of Pythios ad- 

ing Xerxes; nor would the courtier 


(1887) Ρ' 698, seems to show that Dariku 
is an old Babylonian measure or weight, 
possibly connected with the Assyrian 
darag manu, ‘degree (i.e. gy) of the 


have denominated the sea between Asia 
and Europe θάλασσαν τὴν Ἑλληνίδα in 
addressing the king. Cp. the use of 


7. : this Lydian Roth- 
schild was not apparently in the habit 
of striking a balance periodically! His 
wealth consisted in silver, gold, slaves 
and ‘realty’ (if bis land included mines 
he might soon renew his specie). The 
silver and gold he offers (not on loan) to 
the king. Assuming that the computa- 
tion was made in Babylonian talents 
(Babyl.: Euboic:: 7: 6, Hdt. 8. 89), 
the silver (2000 T.) would amount to 
£584,325 of our money (taking B. talent 
= £292 :3:38). 2000 Euboic= £500,841: 
13:4, 2000 Attic = £500,000 (circa), 
while the 3,998,000 gold Darics (taking 
the Daric = £1:1:104) may be ex- 

roughly as so many guineas. 
wlinson defends the derivation of the 
name Daric from Dareios (cp. douts and 
napoleon), but the later evidence re- 
ferred to by Head, Historia Numorum 


mina,’ an expression with which the 
Greek δραχμή has been connected. That 
the Greeks should find native or less 
remote derivations for these words was 
inevitable (e.g. δράσσομαι for δραχμή), 
but does any extant Greek authority 
derive the ‘Dareik’ from Dareios? 
Harpokration says sub v. ἐκλήθησαν δὲ 
Δαρεικοὶ οὐχ ws ol πλεῖστοι νομίζουσιν 
ἀπὸ Δαρείου τοῦ Zéptov πατρὸς ἀλλ᾽ ἀφ᾽ 
ἑτέρου βασιλέως. This negation is of 
some value in support of the Babylonian 
origin of the term, especially since the 
old} Persian dard = king has been given 
up. The term δαρεικός is properly ad- 
jectival, as here, and in Thue. 8. 28. 4. 
29. 2. τὴν Περσίδα χώρην : of Persis 
proper as in 3. 97, not like γῆν τὴν 
Περσίδα c. 8 y supra; with the accus. 
after ἐξέρχεσθαι cp. 5. 108, 104. 
5. αὐτεπάγγελτος : a strong term 
(ultro offerens), passive in form, active 
in force, rather weakened by the recur- 
rence of ἐπαγγέλλεαι just below. (Cp. 
αὐτὸς ἄγγελος 1. 79.) 


44 HPOAOTOY VII 
ἐγὼ ἀντὶ αὐτῶν γέρεα τοιάδε δίδωμι" ξεῖνόν τό σε ποιεῦμαι 
ἐμὸν καὶ τὰς τετρακοσίας μυριάδας τοι τῶν στατήρων ἀπο- 
ῖτο πτλήσω παρ᾽ ἐμεωυτοῦ δοὺς τὰς ἑπτὰ χιλιάδας, ἵνα μή τοι 
ἐπιδεέες ἔωσι αἱ τετρακόσιαι μυριάδες [ἑπτὰ χιλιάδων), ἀλλὰ 
ἢ τοι ἀπαρτιλογίη ὑπ’ ἐμέο πεπληρωμένη. ἔκτησό τε αὐτὸς 
τά περ αὐτὸς ἐκτήσαο, ἐπίστασό τε εἶναι αἰεὶ τοιοῦτος" οὐ 
γάρ τοι ταῦτα ποιεῦντι οὔτε εν τὸ παρεὸν οὔτε ἐς χρόνον 

15 μεταμελήσει." 

80 Ταῦτα δὲ εἴπας καὶ ἐπιτελέα ποιήσας ἐπορεύετο τὸ πρόσω 
αἰεί. Ανανα δὲ καλεομένην Φρυγῶν πόλιν παραμειβόμενος 
καὶ λίμνην ἐκ τῆς ἅλες γίνονται, ἀπίκετο ἐς Κολοσσὰς πόλιν 
μεγάλην Φρυγίης" ἐν τῇ Λύκος ποταμὸς ἐς χάσμα γῆς 

11 ἐπιδεέες ARS: ἐπιδενέες V: ἐπιδέες Holder post Merzdorf: ἐπιδέες ὦσιν 


Bekker Anecd. p. 416: ἐπιδευεῖς ὦσιν Suidas Le. (ἐπιδεεῖς ed. Bernhardy 
corr. ἐπιδέες) || glossema del. van H., Stein® 12 ἔκτησό corr. Stein! : 


κέκτησό 18 αὐτὸς om. B || ἐκτήσαο: possides Valla (= ἔκτησαι) 
14 τοιαῦτα B 30. 1 δὲ: re Kallenberg 2 παραμειψάμενος 
van H. 4 μεγάλην om. B 


8. ἀντὶ αὐτῶν, ‘in return for your 
offer’; with this vague αὐτῶν cp. ὁ. 8 
1. 34 supra. 

ποιεῦμαι: middle, as in ποιεῖσθαί 
τινα υἱόν (θυγατέρα 4. 180), ἄλοχον, ἑταῖρον, 


and so forth 
11. ἐπιδοίεξ : ἃ 8 y interesting 
reading, as the families are divided upon 


it; cp. Ap PR. Crit. In 4. 180 we have 
éwidevées,  Suidas J.c. εὐ di has ἐπιδεεῖς. 

12. ἀπαρτιλογίη : τὴς Hird wig καὶ 
πλήρης ἀριθμὸς καὶ ἜΣ Suidas sud v. 
᾿Απαρτίαν. Cf. Bekker, <Anecd. 416; 
Cramer, Anecd. ii. 490. 4 (οὕτως Αὐσίας 
καὶ Ἡρόδοτος. Did Lysias get the word 
from his fellow-Thurian ἢ). 

14. ἐς χρόνον, ‘in time to come,’ cp. 
9. 89 cs itn Hdt. is of course preparing 


ἃ tragic ‘ Peripety- The first eee 
of Xerxes and Pythios are a pleasing 
contrast to the normal relations between 


kings and capitalists, but a terrible scene 
is in store, cc. 38, 89 tn/ra. 

80. 1. ἐπιτελέα ποιήσας-- (ἔργῳ) ἐπι- 
τελέσας, i.e. no doubt caused the money 
to be paid over to Pythios. So ἐπιτελέειν 
is used of the fulfilment of oracles, the 
performance of vows, ef sim.; cp. 1. 13, 
90, 115, etc. Thue. 1. 70. 2 ἐπινοῆσαι 
ὀξεῖς καὶ ἐπιτελέσαι ἔργῳ ἃ ἂν γνῶσιν. 

P Ὁ tet ee Ὧ satire 
rom this passage evidently (1) in Phrygia, 
(2) 8. of Maiandros, (8) on N. bank of 


a salt-lake, identified by W. M. Ramsay 
with Sarios (Sart-kawak), American 
Journal, 4. 275. Kiepert’s map of 1894, 
Asia Provincia (Formae Orb. Ant. ix. ), 
distinguishes clearly the salt-lake Anava 
from Askania ey 9 ἄρα by 
Abicht, Arrian, Anabd. 1. 

8. GAes γίνονται, ‘ salt i ἫΝ uced ’ ; 
for the plural cp. 4. 53, 6. 119; the 
singular in 4. 181 ff. 

‘a great city of Phrygia,’ 
with something of a history, πόλιν 
οἰκουμένην εὐδαίμονα καὶ μεγάλην (Xen. 
Anab. 1. 2. 6), was declining in the 
days of Strabo (a mere πόλισμα com- 


ared with Apameia and Laodikeia, 576), 
ut still ma a ΕΣ from a aba 
stuff (dwd τοῦ ὁμωνύμου ματος, 


τῆς κοραξῆς χρόας, 578), usually identified 
with Khonas (anc. Χῶναι), but located 
by Hamilton 8 miles away. (Cp. Murray’s 
Asia Minor, p. 104f.) The existence 
of a Pauline ἜΣ addressed to the 
Colossian Church has given the name 
a vogue in Christeridom. 

4. ἐν τῇ Atxos ποταμός κτλ. 
Hamilton and others had questioned 
oni ρ ἡτὸ οὗ Hdt.’s ἐβουώθθιο in π᾿ 
gard to the temporary ppearance 
the Lykos, and reduced the ‘chasm’ to 
a natural bridge, or vaulting, caused 
the deposit of lime from the water. Ὁ. 
Webern M.D. 4.1. xvi. (1891), pp. 194 δὲ. 
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ἐσβάλλων ἀφανίζεται, ἔπειτα διὰ σταδίων ὡς πέντε μάλιστάς 


κῃ ἀναφαινόμενος ἐκδιδοῖ καὶ οὗτος ἐς τὸν Μαίανδρον. 


ἐκ δὲ 


Κολοσσέων ὁ στρατὸς ὁρμώμενος ἐπὶ τοὺς οὔρους τῶν Φρυγῶν καὶ 
Λυδῶν ἀπίκετο ἐς Κύδραρα πόλιν, ἔνθα στήλη καταπεπηγυΐῖα, 
σταθεῖσα δὲ ὑπὸ Κροίσου, καταμηνύει διὰ γραμμάτων τοὺς 


οὔρους. 


ὡς δὲ ἐκ τῆς Φρυγίης ἐσέβαλε ἐς τὴν Λυδίην, 81 


σχιζομένης τῆς ὁδοῦ καὶ τῆς μὲν ἐς ἀριστερὴν ἐπὶ Καρίης 
φερούσης τῆς δὲ ἐς δεξιὴν ἐς Σάρδις, τῇ καὶ πορευομένῳ 
διαβῆναι τὸν Μαίανδρον ποταμὸν πᾶσα ἀνάγκη γίνεται καὶ 
ἐέναι παρὰ Καλλάτηβον πόλιν, ἐν τῇ ἄνδρες δημιοεργοὶ μέλε 5 





5 ἐμβαλὼν B 
approb. van H. 


7 τῶν λυδῶν καὶ φρυγῶν B: «τε: καὶ ἢ Stein? 
31. 4 ποταμὸν secl. van H. 


& Καλλά. 


τηβον a: καλλάτιβον R, Steph. B. appr. van H : καλλάτιον SV 


argues, from observations rendered pos- 
sible by the railway work between 
Sarakoi and Dineir, that Hdt., though 
not quite accurate, is not guilty of 
serious error; this defence may super- 
sede W. M. Ramasay’s idea that Hat. 
confused the narrow gorge, at the head 
of which Colossae was situate, with the 
connexion between the Lykos and Lake 
Anava (cp. Murray’s Asia Minor, p. 105). 
8. αὶ : variously identified (i.) 
with Hierapolis (cp. Steph. Byz.) ; (ii.) 
with Laodikeia, which, according 
Pliny 17. 38. 2, Xerxes visited (Laodiceae, 
Xerxis adventu, platanoin oleam mutata): 
the town necessarily bore some other name 
in 481: Baehr follows Schoell in accept- 
ing this alternative; (iii.) with Karura 
of Strabo, 578 (Leake), which Blakesley 
denies, on the ground that Strabo makes 
it the frontier of Phrygia and Karia; 
but the three regions (Phrygia, Lydia, 
Karia) came to a point here ; and (iv.) 
G. Radet (Lydie, pp. 82, 34f.) identifies 
Kydrara with Karura, and both with 
Sara-Keui, a small town at the junction 
of two great roads (a) up and down the 
Maeander valley, between the sea and the 
plateau, (δ) through valleys of Kogamos 
and Lykos to the gulf of Adalia. ‘‘ The 
road to Sardes undoubtedly passed 
through the opening in Mount Messogis 
where Tripolis stands (sic), and then 
struck into the valley of the Cogamus ” 
(Rawlinson), i.e. ‘stood,’ for ‘‘ most of 
the buildings have disappeared” (Murray, 
Asia Minor, p. 107). Tripolis was a 
Pergamene foundation “to counterbalance 
the Seleucid proclivities of Laodicea” 


(ἰδ.). Perhaps Karura was only a small 
place even in antiquity (κώμη. . πανδο- 
χεῖα ἔχουσα, Strabo), but nevertheless 
important as a frontier station (where 
custom-dues were collected, Blakesley). 
If Kydrara was a frontier station in the 
time of Kroisos, it follows that (1) Lydia 
did not extend to the Halys, or at least 
to the Halys-meridian throughout ; (2) 
there was a great trade-route already 
running E. (8E.) from Sardes other 
than the Royal Road. In other words, 
the κοινή described aM Strabo is as 
ancient as the days of Kroisos at least. 
It was this route which the younger 
Kyros took in 401: why not Xerxes in 
481 B.c.? Cp. Appendix 1]. § 3. 

ἢ... Κροίσον. This terminus 
or boundary stone was standing in Hadt.’s 
time, but there is no proof that he 
had seen it. The inscription rae δὰ 
simply ‘ Phrygia’ one side, ‘ Lydia’ the 
other) was not in Greek anyway. 

81. 2. ox ὁδοῦ κτλ.: the 
particularity and precision of this de- 
scription might the historian’s 
autopsy; but the Halikarnassian must 
have conversed with many travellers by 
these roads, and more probably their 
autopsy shines through his language, 
which indeed immediately becomes a 
little involved, as though he were re- 
porting (τῇ καὶ---ποιεῦσι). 

4. ι τὸν Μαίανδρον π. There 
was probably a bridge, though Hdt. 
does not say so. 

5. Kad\drnBow πόλιν. Rawlinson 
would place on the site of the subse- 
quent Philadelphia (Alashehr), no doubt 
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ἐκ μυρίκης te καὶ πυροῦ ποιεῦσι, ταύτην ἰὼν ὁ Ἐξέρξης τὴν 
ὁδὸν εὗρε πλατάνιστον, τὴν κάλλεος εἵνεκα δωρησάμενος κόσμῳ 


χρυσέῳ καὶ μελεδωνῷῴῷ ἀθανάτῳ ἀνδρὶ ἐπιτρέψας 


32 ἡμέρῃ ἀπίκετο ἐς τῶν Λυδῶν τὸ ἄστυ. 


δευτέρῃ 
9 ‘ 2 
ἀπικόμενος δὲ ἐς 


Σάρδις πρῶτα μὲν ἀπέπεμπε κήρυκας ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα αἰτή- 
σοντας γῆν te καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ προερέοντας δεῖπνα βασιλέι 
παρασκευάζειν" πλὴν οὔτε ἐς ᾿Αθήνας οὔτε ἐς Λακεδαίμονα 


ς ἀπέπεμπε ἐπὶ γῆς αἴτησιν, τῇ δὲ ἄλλῃ πάντῃ. 


τῶνδε δὲ εἵνεκα 


[τὸ δεύτερον] ἀπέπεμπε ἐπὶ γῆν τε καὶ ὕδωρ' ὅσοι πρότερον 
οὐκ ἔδοσαν Δαρείῳ πέμψαντι, τούτους πάγχν ἐδόκεε τότε 


8 μελεδωνῴ ἀθανάτῳ ἀνδρὶ: dvdpi ante perXeduvp? ϑίοίπϊ : ἀθανάτῳ 


secl. Stein?®: ἀνδρὲ 866]. Cobet appr. van H., Holder. 
δεύτερον Stein: om. 8 approb. van H. 


an important position; but Radet (J.c. 
) confirms Hamilton’s identification 
of Kallataboi (epigraphic) with Aineh- 
Gheul, higher up the Kogamos valley 
than eames : ioe a 
t.. ἐκ pup τε K ; 
that in caibieatione op. 4. 194, 1. 
198. Stein and Abicht take this μέλι 
for a kind of syrup: was it not rather 
a sweetmeat, like the Rahat Lakum? 
Could not the women and children be 
trusted to make it, that it was manu- 
factured by men, ἄνδρες δημιοεργοί ἴ 
Athenaeus 4. 172 states that pastry-cooks 
were called of yore δημιουργοί. 

7. πλατάνιστον. Plane-trees and 
tamarisk are still characteristic of the 
Kogamos-valley (Hamilton). The anec- 
dote of Xerxes gives a curious illustra- 
tion of Bauwm-cultus. Rawlinson and 
Blakesley understand the custos (peAe- 
Sevés, cp. c. 38 infra) to have been one 
of the ‘Immortals’; Abicht explains the 
term by the analogy: there was always 
a man to be in charge of this plane-tree. 
That seems to be Schweighaeuser’s idea, 
which Baehr condemned as far-fetched : 
why? Stein brackets ἀθανάτῳ, regarding 
it as ineerted from o. 83 infra, and 80 
cats the knot. Cobet’s emendation gives 
Abicht’s interpretation. 

XERXES IN SARDES. 

$3. 2. πρῶτα μέν answered by μετὰ 
δὲ ταῦτα, c. 88. W. M. Ramsay (S¢. 
Paul the Traveller and the R. Citizen, 
p. 27) maintains that πρῶτος is a strict 
superlative, and implies three degrees. 
πρώτιστος (Homeric) is not necessarily 
fatal to that; but it helps to explain 


32. 6 τὸ 


the fact that πρῶτα is practically a 
itive, or at most a comparative 
{* prior,’ not ‘ prime’) in Hdt., and has 
to imply more than duality. 
κήρνκας (not ἀγγέλου). (The first 
mission, by Dareios, in 491 Β.0., 6. 48.) 
The mission of these heralds at this 
point to demand ‘earth and water’ is 
8 ee te and pa the — 
con Υ the secon urpose 0 
commandeering dinners for "the king. 
The motivation for this second mission 
(Xerxes wished to find out exactly how 
little resistance he had to expect) is 
quaintly, not to say awkwardly put: a 
symptom of some unsoundness in the 
passage. That these heralds were sent 
everywhere (τῇ re ἄλλῃ πάντῃ) in Hellas 
but to Athens and Lekedaimon is vague, 
to say the least of it; a list of cities or 
tribes here would have been more con- 
vincing. Finally, the absence of any 
reason for the exceptions here is doubly 
remarkable, in view of cc. 183-187 infra. 
As the king wished to punish Athens 
for Marathon (c. 8 1. 80 supra) there is 
no need to ei er why Athens was not 
included in the scope of the heralds’ 
instructions ; but the omission of Sparta 
is not so easy to account for if Hdt. was 
acquainted with the story, co. 133 ff. 
infra, when he first wrote this ; 
Perhaps this text belongs to the earliest 
draft of the seventh bock, and the chief 
problem is to explain the insertion of 
that story below rather than in this 
place ; cp. notes ad J., and Introduction, 
§ 9. The return of these ‘heralds’ is 
recorded c. 131 infra. 
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«δὴ; δείσαντας δώσειν: βουλόμενος ὧν αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐκμαθεῖν 


2 Ν 
ἀτρεκέως ἔπεμπε. 


Μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα παρεσκευάζετο ὡς ἔλῶν ἐς "Αβυδον. 


δὲ ἐν τούτῳ τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον ἐξεύγνυσαν ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης ἐς 


τὴν Εὐρώπην. 


ἔστι δὲ τῆς Χερσονήσου τῆς ἐν Ἑλλησπόντῳ, 


Σηστοῦ τε πόλιος μεταξὺ καὶ Μαδύτου, ἀκτὴ παχέα ἐς 
θάλασσαν κατήκουσα ᾿Αβύδῳ καταντίον: ἔνθα μετὰ ταῦτα, ς 
χρόνῳ ὕστερον οὐ πολλῷ, ἐπὶ ἘΞανθίππον τοῦ ᾿Αρίφρονος 


στρατηγοῦ 


8 δὴ suppl. Stein?: ye Naber appr. van H. 
van H., Stein®?: ἀκριβέως Stein!?: 
4 μαδύτου a: aBvdov B || παχέα a: 
tpynxéa Abicht appr. Holder, van H. 
5 ᾿Αβύδου Krueger 


33. 1 ταῦτα secl. van H. 
τραχέα R: τε τραχέα VS: 
An πλατέαϊ Stein 
ἀθηναίων 


- 88. 1. μετὰ 8 ταῦτα answers πρῶτα 
μέν in c. 82. One could hardly discover 
from this passage that Xerxes spent the 
whole winter 481-80 B.c. in Sardes, much 
less restore the various transactions of 
the time; cp. Appendix II. 8 3. 

ot δὲ ἐν τούτῳ : sc. χρόνῳ (cp. ἐν 
ᾧ ο. 26), taking us back to c. 25 and the 
preparation of the cables for the bridges, 
covers presumably the whole time from 
the muster at Kritalla (or earlier) down 
to Xerxes’ arrival at Sardes (or a little 
later). of δέ may refer to Φοίνιξί re καὶ 
Αἰγνπτίοισι c. 25, or anticipates τοῖσι προσ- 
έκειτο ©. ἐς from hast, perhaps, it was 
not originally se ted. 

2. τὸν “ERY ete v: here used in 
the narrower sense, as distinguished from 
Propontis and Bosporos; cp. 4. 85, 5. 
122; Aeschyl. Pers. 875; W. Sieglin, 
Festschrift fir H. Kiepert, 1898, pp. 
328 ff. 

8. ἔστι δὲ τῆς X δ τῷ 
᾿Αβύδῳ καταντίον : Sestos was as nearly 
as possible due north of Abydos, across 
the straits, the Asiatic coast at this 
point forming a salient right angle 
(pointing NW.), and the European a 
retiring angle very ΠΡΟΣ on parallel 
lines. Madytos (now AMMaito) is on 
the European side about due W. of 
Abydos, and consequently SW. of Sestos. 
(Madytos appears on the Athenian Lists 
as paying 500 Dr. tribute previous to 
438 B.c. ; thereafter, 2000.) e distance 
between Sestos and Madytos may be 


"AOnvaios ᾿Αρταὕύκτην 


ἄνδρα Πέρσην λαβόντες 


9 ἀτρεκέως 
ἀκριβῶς a: om. B approb. Holder 


7 ᾿Αθηναῖοι Stein: 


about 5 R. miles. The mention of 
Madytos here at all favours the view 
that the heads of the bri did not 
debouch immediately upon Sestos, and 
this again favours Stein’s emendation 
πλατέα. Cp. Appendix IT. § 4. 

4, dxrf, as Grote iv. 121 n. remarks, 
means here not ‘ promontory’ but stretch 
of coast ; cp. Verg. den. 5. 618. 

5. ᾿Αβύδῳ καταντίον: the itive 
would be more in accordance writ usage 
but cp. 2. 34. 

ταῦτα is decidedly vague. 
The ἰὸς ἕῳ referred to oak places ii 
the winter 479-8 B.c. (χρόνῳ ὕστερον οὐ 
πολλῷ) and is recounted 9. 116-20, in 
a doublette of this without 
cross reference, which makes this 
read like a glogs, or an oversight. But 
see below. 

6. ἐπί with genitive, ‘in the time 
of,’ common ; but here perhaps ‘in the 
command of,’ or, under the command of 
Xanthi ᾿Αθηναῖοι, Stein’s emenda- 
tion, which supplies, what is otherwise 
to seek, a subject for the verb, refers not 
to the ‘state’ (πόλι) but merely to the 
men serving on the spot. 

. ᾿Αρταύκτην : his patronymic is 
supplied c. 78 infra, and these three 
separate and unconnected references to 
one notorious Persian are significant of 
Hadt.’s method of composition and re- 
lation to his sources; cp. Introduction, 
§ 10. 


ot 38 


834 ἀθέμιστα ἔρδεσκε. 


35 πάντα καὶ διέλυσε. 


48 HPOAOTOY 


vil 


Σηστοῦ ὕπαρχον ζῶντα πρὸς σανίδα διεπασσάλευσαν, ὃς καὶ és 
διὰ δ eA 3 3 re 2 ’ a 
τοῦ IIpwrectiew τὸ ἱρὸν ἐς ᾿Ελαιοῦντα ἀγινεόμενος γυναῖκας 


ἐς ταύτην ὧν τὴν ἀκτὴν ἐξ ᾿Αβύδου 


ὁρμώμενοι ἐγεφύρουν τοῖσι προσέκειτο, τὴν μὲν λευκολίνου 


Φοίνικες, τὴν δ᾽ ἑτέρην [τὴν] βυβλίνην Αἰγύπτιοι. 
ἑπτὰ στάδιοι ἐξ ᾿Αβύδου ἐς τὴν ἀπαντίον. 


ἔστι δὲ 
καὶ δὴ ἐζευγμένον 


ς τοῦ πόρου ἐπυγενόμενος χειμὼν μέγας συνέκοψέ τε ἐκεῖνα 


τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον 


8 προσδιεπασσάλευσαν B: διεπαττάλευσαν Eustath. Od. p. 
10 ἀθέμιτα 8, Holder 


9 ἱρὸν BB: ἱερὸν A 


ὡς δ᾽ ἐπύθετο ἘΞέρξης, δεινὰ ποιεύμενος 
ἐκέλευσε τριηκοσίας 


ἐπικέσθαι μάστιγι 


1923 
84. 3 τὴν 


δ᾽ ἑτέρην τὴν βυβλίνην a: τὴν secl. Gomperz, Stein®: τὴν δὲ βυβλίνην B 


appr. Holder, van H. || εἰσὶ B 


4 δὴ ἐζευγμένον a: διεζευγμένου B 


85. 2 ἐπικέσθαι ‘corruptum videtur’ Kallenberg 


8. ov: was he a satrap 
(in Thrace), or merely a fortress com- 
mandant ? (cp. supra). 

ὃ σαν: they ‘spread- 
eagled and crucified him.’ The story of 
this barbarous vengeance made a dee 
impression upon Hat. (and his souress) 
or he would hardly have introduced it 
here, simply ἃ propos of the topography. 
Possibly this esi on note was 
introduced after his own visit to the 
Hellespont, and did not belong to the 
first draft of Bk. 7. Cp. Introduction, 


§ 9. 

ὅς, ‘for he.” καί, ‘even.’ On 
Elaifis, c. 22 supra; Protesilaos, 9. 
116. &p8ecxe has here the iterative 
force. (The profanity of Artayktes re- 

calls oe AB ou, 1 Sam. 2. 22.) 
84. 1. "ABS ὁρμώ seems 
to make Abydos the headquarters of the 
bridge-building: were the bridges not 
constructed simultaneously from each 
end? Bridges (not a bridge merely, pace 
γὴν γέφυραν ο. 10 1. 26 supra) there were 
already ; with τὴν μέν and with τὴν δέ, 
γέφυραν must be understood, though 
strictly speaking ‘the bridge’ was not 
of sparto or of byblos but only a part of 
it, to wit, the cables. (γέφυραν is ap- 
Poe by Schweighaeuser, Kuehner, 
hr, Rawlinson, Blakesley, and Stein 
in his later editions ; Kruse started the 
unfortunate notion of a single bridge, 
and a paee μερίδα ris γεφύρης, which 
Stein followed in his first annotated ed.) 
The first pair of bridges too were pre- 
sumably bridges of boats, but are not 
described in view of the full description 


of the second pair which follows ; only 
the one respect in which the first struc- 
tures differed from the second is here 
specified : whether oorrectly or not is 
another question, cp. ο. 86 in/ra. 

8. ἔστι for efor: cp. 1. 26 (of the same 
measure !); less violent in construction 
than in Plato, Rep. 463 a (τί οὖν; ἔστι 
μέν wou καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις πόλεσιν ἄρχοντές 


τε καὶ δῆμος, ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἐν ; ἔστι). 
The structure used to be called schema 


Pindaricum (Pyth. 10. 72 κεῖται. . 
κυβερνάσιες v.l. κεῖνται. ‘de Pindaricis 
exemplis vix satis constat’). 

4, era στάδιοι : the same estimate is 
given 4. 85; so too Strabo, 125, 591 τὸ 
ἑπταστάδιον (obviously conventional). 
Xen. Hell. 4. 8. 5 gives 8 stades as 
the measurement. It is now consider- 
rit A wider (by some 8 stades) or about 
14 E. mile in all. The loss (or gain) has 
been apparently at the expense of the 
Euro shore, and will have reduced 
the dimensions of the ἀκτὴ πλατέα above 
mentioned, and made the exact location 
of the bridges difficult, if not impossible, 


to identify. 
$5. 1. ποιεύμενος : aegre fserens. 
. 6.1 su There are four measures 


of revenge taken—(1) Flogging, (2) 
Fettering, (8) Branding, (4) ‘Tansting ; 7 
the first three sensibly weaken the effect 
of the fourth. The most effective 
measure on the Hellespont (as on the 
Tay) was the restoration of the struc- 
ture τ mare durable form. . 

2. : ήσποντον . . © $s: 
Baehr and Blakesley (without ee 
ledgement) follow Valckenaer in taking 
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πληγὰς καὶ κατεῖναι ἐς TO πέλαγος πεδέων ζεῦγος. 
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ἤδη δὲ 


ἤκουσα ὡς καὶ στιγέας ἅμα τούτοισι ἀπέπεμψε στίξοντας τὸν 


“Ἑλλήσποντον. 


καὶ ἀτάσθαλα: “a 


τήνδε, ὅτι μὲν ἠδίκησας οὐδὲν πρὸς ἐκείνου ἄδικον παθόν. 


ἐνετέλλετο δὲ ὧν ῥαπίξοντας λέγειν βάρβαρά τες 
ὦ πικρὸν ὕδωρ, δεσπότης τοι δίκην ἐπιτιθεῖ 


καὶ 


βασιλεὺς μὲν ἘΞέρξης διαβήσεταί σε, ἤν τε σύ γε βούλῃ ἤν 


4 μαστιγέας 2, vulg. 


this to be constructed: ἐπὶ τὸν ‘EAN. 
ἐκέλευσε τριηκοσίας ἱκέσθαι μάστιγι πληγάς. 
Stein (εἰ al.) understands ἐπικέσθαι μ. 
ΞΞ- μαστιγῶσαι, with double acous.: sc. 
τινὰ πληγάς. So too L. ἃ S., obviously 
right. (But why just 800 lashes? Even 
more severe penalties were apparently 
prescribed in ‘the law of the Priests’ ; 
cp. Duncker, £. 7’. v. 237.) 

ἐπικέσθαι (ἐπίκεο) in somewhat 
different sense, c. 9 supra ad init. 

3. yos: Stein understands of 
the open sea below the Hellespont, i.e. 
the Aegean, or Thracian. It would have 
been more logical to fetter the Pontos, 
or Propontis, out of which the Helles- 
pont came. Probably πέλαγος is loosely 
used of the Hellespont itself, as quite 
clearly in c. 54 ἐγ γα. 

πεδέων ζεῦγος, ‘a yoke of fetters.’ 
Aischyl. Persat 746 ff. uses the ‘fettering’ 
simply as a metaphor: dons ᾿Βλλήσ- 
ποντον ἱρὸν δοῦλον ws δεσμώμασιν ἤλπισεν 
σχήσειν ῥέοντα, Βόσπορον ῥόον θεοῦ" καὶ 
πόρον μετερρύθμεζε, καὶ πέδαις σφυρηλάτοις 
περιβαλὼν πολλὴν κέλευθον ἤνυσεν πολλῷ 
στρατῷ: The bridge itself, the pair of 
bridges, would be fetters. Stein re- 
rds the Herodotean story as having 
possibly) arisen from a misunderstanding 
of the (Aischylean) metaphor. Hat. 
is deeply committed: thrice he records 
it—here, c. 54 infra (only the flogging), 8. 
109 (flogging and fettering, Themistocle 
loquente ἢ. The flogging and the brand- 
ing might be natural extensions of the 
fetters: the Hellespont was to be not 
merely a slave in fetters, but a blood 
and branded runaway! Rawlinson (after 
Grote) defends ‘‘the several points of 
this narrative” from ‘‘the sceptical (!) 
doubts” of Larcher, Miiller, Thirlwall, 
and others ; but the citation by Rawlin- 
son of the bombastic ‘‘letter to Mount 
Athos” in Plutarch, Mor. 4558, and 
the apocryphal ‘‘ message of insult to 
Apollo” recorded by Ktesias, Pers. 27, 
is very unfortunate for the authority of 
Hdt. Hdt. 1. 202 (vengeance exercised 


VOL.I PT.iI 


5 βάρβαρά: μέρμερά vult Naber 


by Cyrus on the river Gynges) cited 
by Grote as a parallel case, being itself 
even more obviously a yphal, cannot 
save this anecdote. the randing, in- 
deed, is too much for Hdt. himself (δη 
δὲ ἤκουσα κτλ. and δὲ ὧν). (How, in- 
deed, the Hellespontine water was to be 
‘branded’ unless it was first bottled is 
not very obvious.) No doubt the items 
are ‘‘iu keeping with the character of 
an Oriental despot,” i.e. the conventional 
character, a point which explains the 
ease with which the story was invented, 
or developed, but is little guarantee for 
the truth of the items narrated. Duneker 
(iv. 726 ap. Stein) bas indeed remarked 
upon the truly Iranian character of the 
address to the Hellespont; but such 
orientalisms are not beyond the resources 
of Hdt. and his authorities. 

4. στιγέας (cp. App. Crit.). Baehr 
Bed dlr of the ‘instruments’ quo 
stigmata inuruntur 5. punguntur; cp. 
Suidas. L. & S. render it ‘tattooers’ 
with no ref. but this passage. To 
tattoo the sea would indeed be a feat. 
Were not ‘hot irons’ rather in question 
(cp. c. 18 supra)? Xerxes had the 
necessary operators and instruments in 
his train, according to the anecdote c. 
238 infra. 

τούτοισι is vague. 

5. ῥαπίζοντας, generally to strike 
with a rod, or stick ; so contrasted with 
κολαφίζειν Matth. 26. 67. Grote (iv. 
118) by the way seems to think that 
Arrian (7. 14) credits the story of the 
scourging ; Arrian does not mention this 
item, but mentions the fettering to 
discredit it. 

‘unhellenic.’ The speech, 
peanut toe the Persian (βάρβαρα 1) 
seems to have reminiscences of an iambic 
rhythm about it. Perhaps Aeschylos 
had been already plagiarized and e er- 
ated oy another poet, from whom Hdt. 


took the story: or was Phrynichos the 
source? Plutarch, Them. 5. 


50 HPOAOTOY VII 


τε py σοὶ δὲ κατὰ δίκην dpa οὐδεὶς ἀνθρώπων θύει ὡς ἐόντι 


ιοκαὶ θολερῷ καὶ ἁλμυρῷ ποταμῷ." 


τήν τε δὴ θάλασσαν 


ἐνετέλλετο τούτοισι ζημιοῦν καὶ τῶν ἐπεστεώτων τῇ ζεύξι τοῦ 


86 Ἑλλησπόντου ἀποταμεῖν τὰς κεφαλάς. 


καὶ of μὲν ταῦτα 


ἐποίεον, τοῖσι προσέκειτο αὕτη ἡ ἄχαρις τιμή, τὰς δὲ ἄλλοι 


ἀρχιτέκτονες ἐζεύγνυσαν. 


ἐζεύγνυσαν δὲ ὧδε, πεντηκοντέρους 


καὶ τριήρεας συνθέντες, ὑπὸ μὲν τὴν πρὸς τοῦ Εὐξείνον πόντου 


10 θολερῷ Markland δὰ Eurip. Suppl. 222: δολερῷ codd. 


9. dpa in Homer often expresses dis- 
illusionment (Abicht). Monro, Homeric 
an 847, Εἶνεϑ the meaning as 

tngey, ACCO? ding ΜΝ, consequently. 

10. barons (op. App. Crit.) καὶ dApupe 

Ὁ: a great contrast to Borysthenes 
καθαρὸς παρὰ θολεροῖσι 4. 53, or to the 
Strymon, to which the Magi did sacrifice, 
6. 118 infra. ἄλμη, salt, 2 12, 77. 
ποταμῷ is bitter sarcasm here, even if 
(as Baehr points out) πλατύς, dydppoos 
in Homer, of the Hellespont, imply a 
fluvial character. 

11. τῶν ἐπεστεώτων : hardly Persians, 
though beheading was an honourable 
mode of execution; cp. 8. 90 infra. 
Plutarch Mor. 470 cuts off their noses 


and ears. 
86. 2. τοῖσι, relative. τὰς δέ, ac. 
γεφύρας. There were plainly (in Hdt.’s 


conception) two bridges of unequal length, 
the eae (or northern bridge) the longer 
(360 vessels) nearer the Pontos, the 
other (τὴν ἑτέρην, or southern bridge) 
the shorter (314 vessels) on the side 
of the Aegean. He conceives them 
apparently as parallel to each other, but 
not as bound together so as to form a 
single structure. 

ἄλλοι. Thirlwall, Grote, and others 
suggest that Greeks were employed this 
time. Why did not Hdt. name Harpalos 
the architect? Cp. Diels, Laterculi 
Alexandrini, Berlin, 1904, pp. 8, 9. 

3. ἐζεύγνυσαν δὲ ὧδε: instead of de- 
scribing the bridges as they might 
have a 1 eager when complete, to the 
eye, He t., who, of course, could no 
more have seen them than we ourselves, 
follows the Homeric method of record- 
ing the process of their manufacture. 
He appears to distinguish four main 
stages in the process:—I. The synthesis 
of ships. II. The discharge of the 
anchors. III. The placing of the cables 
(ταῦτα δὲ ποιήσαντες κτλ.). IV. The 
formation of the roadway (ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἔγε- 


φυρώθη κτλ.). It is not easy, however, 
to understand how the ‘synthesis’ of 
the ships could have been accomplished 
without the employment of anchors 
and of cables from the first, and the 
whole description bristles with problems, 
larger or sinaller, too complicated to 
be oa gad discussed here; but cp. 
Appendix 11. § 4. 

4. How this ‘synthesis’ 
of pentekonters and triremes was ac- 
complished is not clear. Each vessel 
might have been moored independently, 
in line with the rest, but the anchors 
to be next mentioned are not (according 
to Hdt.) to prevent the vessels from 
being swept away by the current, but 
for a different p . Or the vessels 
might have been attached to each other 
by ropes, or cables; but if so, Hdt. 
should have made that clear: and, 
moreover, what are the ὅπλα there for 
finally? The words ὑπὸ μὲν τὴν κτλ. 
(sc. γέφυραν) can hardly be taken to 
prove that the brid and therefore 
the cables, were a y in place across 
the strait, but are obviously used, so to 
ee δ tically. It is a further 

efect that Hdt. does not specify whether 
the vessels touched each other, thwart 
to thwart, or whether there was an 
interval, and if so, how much of an 
interval, between ship and ship. There 
is no difficulty in understanding why 
the two bridges had a different number 
of boats in them, for even if lel to 
each other, they need not have been 
the same length. (Grote remarks that 
taking the breadth to be one mile or 
5280 ft, 360 vessels of an average 
breadth of 143 ft. would exactly fi 
the space.) Nor does Hat. specify the 
respective numbers of triremes and of 
pentekonters employed ; but he plainly 
conceives of both classes of vessels as 
employed in each bridge, though Kraz 
(Abhandlung, 1851) assigns all the 
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ἑξήκοντά [τε] καὶ τριηκοσίας, ὑπὸ δὲ τὴν ἑτέρην «τὴν πρὸς 5 
τοῦ Ἑλλησπόντου» τεσσερεσκαίδεκα καὶ τριηκοσίας, τοῦ μὲν 
Πόντον ἐπικαρσίας τοῦ δὲ (Ἑλλησπόντου κατὰ ῥόον, ἵνα 





36. 5 re Stein: del. van H. || τὴν πρὸς τοῦ ᾿Ελλησπόντον suppl. 


Stein’ 


Πόντου: πόρου Schweighaeuser (iv. 198 a) 





triremes to the one bridge, and all the 
pentekonters to the other. Grote speaks 
(iv. 118) of ‘‘triremes and pentekonters 
blended together” in each bridge, and 
‘moored across the strait breastwise 
with their sterns towards the Euxine 
and their heads towards the Aegean”: 
what a blend! what a muddle! 

6. τοῦ μὲν Πόντον ἐπικαρσίας, ‘at 
right angles to the Pontos.’ ἐπικάρσιος 
means not merely πλάγιος ‘schriig’ (as 
Stein takes it) but at right angles (as 
Grote rightly). There is nothing in 1. 
180, 4. 101 against this, but the reverse, 
and Hdt. could have expressed the 
oblique angle, if that had been his 
intention. Moreover, ἐπικαρσίας must 
refer to all the ships, of both bridges, 
alike, and shows that in relation to 
each other the ships are all conceived as 
in parallels. There is nothing to justify 
our understanding τοῦ μὲν Πόντου ἐπι- 
καρσίας only of the vessels of the longer 
(or northern) bridge, and τοῦ δὲ ‘EAAno- 
πόντου κατὰ ῥόον only of the vessels of 
the shorter (or southern) bridge; nor 
again to justify us in restricting the 
whole phrase to the shorter bridge. 
Taking Πόντου to be the true text, the 
passage would prove Hdt. aware that 
the Hellespont forms an angle, and 
indeed a right angle with the Pontos— 
ἃ conception by no means applicable 
to the general lie of the Hellespont, 
but precisely accurate of the portion 
of the Hellespont lying between Abydos 
and Madytos, though not of the portion 
lying between Abydos and Sestos. But 
(i.) so precise an orientation, and with 
reference to the remote Pontos, is neither 
after Hdt.’s way nor specially ep 
to his proper audience ; (ii.) the bridges 
cross, according to him, not from Abydos 
to Madytos, much less S. of Madytos, 
as this orientation might suggest, but 
distinctly N. of Madytos and towards 
Sestos. There is, then, something to 
be said for Schweighaeuser’s conjecture 
πόρου for πόντου, the πόρος being under- 
stood of the ‘passage’ to be formed 
across the Hellespont by the bridge, or 


bridges, when completed. The chan 

of reading makes no difference to the 
actual orientation of either bridge, or of 
the boats forming it, but delivers the 
text from an almost inexplicably remote 
reference. Nor is the statement that 
the boats are at right angles to the 
tea across them quite inane, as is 
proved by the theory of some commen- 
tators that the boats were, and were b 

Hdt. conceived as, at an oblique angle 


to the parallel cables drawn across them 
from shore to shore. 
7. τοῦ δὲ ‘FAX κατὰ ‘ 


that is, ‘parallel to the stream of the 
Hellespont.’ The question arises, whether 
Hdt. conceived the stream, or current 
setting down the Hellespont as parallel 
to the coast lines, which, of course, are 
not precisely parallel to each other, or 
whether he was aware, as was Strabo, 
that the current in the Heptastadion 
sets from the European to the Asiatic 
side, so that in order to cross from Asia 
to Europe the ferry started 8 stades 
above Abydos, ἔπειτα διαίρειν πλάγιον καὶ 
μὴ τελέως ἐνάντιον ἔχουσι τὸν ῥοῦν (Strabo 
591). But had Hdt. been acquainted 
with this remarkable fact, would he 
not have stated it clearly? Hdt. prob- 
ably conceives the current as generally 
pee to the coast, and the boats as 
eading directly up stream, likewise 
parallel to the coasts, or, more strictly, 
to the current, and traversed at right 
angles by the ὅπλα, the γέφυρα, the 
πόρος (there is absolutely no justification 
for saddling Hdt. with Grote’s idea that 
the boats ‘had their heads towards the 
Aegean ’). 
ἵνα ἀνακωχεύῃ τὸν τόνον τῶν 
ὅπλων. The subject, the sense, and 
even, perhaps, the reading, are in doubt. 
The most obvious subject is ὁ ῥόος under- 
stood out of the foregoing, or more 
generally τὸ ὧδε συνθεῖναι (so Sitzler) ; 
and even if Reiske’s or Stein's possible 
plural for the verb were adopted the 
sense would not be substantially altered 
(whether a ee subject or al νέες 
were supplied); ἀνακωχεύει seems impos- 
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ἀνακωχεύῃ Tov τόνον τῶν ὅπλων" συνθέντες δὲ ἀγκύρας κατῆκαν 
περιμήκεας, τὰς μὲν πρὸς τοῦ Πόντου τῆς ἑτέρης τῶν ἀνέμων 


8 ἀνακωχεύηι a: ἀνακωχεύει R: ἀνακωχεύη VS: ἀνακωχεύωσι Reiske : 


3 a 
ἀνοκωχεύωσι van H. 


sible, though ἵνα might be taken with 
it as locative. The phrase, however, 
is capable of contrary interpretations. 
ἀνακωχεύσαντες τὰς νέας 6. 116 ‘stayed 
their ships’; ἀνεκώχευε 9. 13 infra, 
absolutely ‘stayed,’ ‘waited’; but here, 
with τὸν τόνον τ. ὅπλ., ‘to stay the 
stretch of the ropes,’ may mean (i.) ‘to 
prevent the ropes being over-stretched,’ 
or (ii.) ‘to support the ropes when 
stretched,’ or even (iii.) ‘to maintaiu or 
keep up the stretch of the ropes,’ the 
strain on the ropes, ie. to keep them 
taut. By τὰ ὅπλα the cables stretched 
from shore to shore are generally under- 
stood : very naturally, if τῶν ὅπλων τοῦ 
τόνου is to be read 1. 21 infra. The 
method of mooring the boats could 
hardly affect the strain on these cables, 
or keep them taut; and indeed the 
stretching and tightening of these great 
cables is ed enty accounted for by 
windlasses on shore: this interpretation 
therefore must be dismissed. If the 
meaning be ‘to support the cables when 
stretched across from shore to shore,’ 
then τὸν τόσον τῶν ὅπλων for τὰ ὅπλα 
ἐντεταμμένα is rather a poetical curiosity, 
and the sense, though unimpeachable, is 
insignificant. The same remark applies 
to interpretation (i.). If by τῶν ὅπλων, 
however, be understood (with Baehr) 
the ropes, or cables, securing the anchors 
just about to be mentioned, then the 
phrase, though still wanting in lucidity, 

good sense: mooring the vessels 


ves ἃ 
own stream kept the cables taut, by 
which they were moored. 
8. συνθέντες δὲ ἀγκύρας κατῆκαν. 
That the ‘synthesis’ of the ships was 
complete before (II.) the anchors were let 
seems an inconsequence that arises 
om Hdt.’s having attempted to 
enarrate the process of building instead 
of describing the bridges as finished 
structures. Otherwise, we should have 
to sup that the bridges were con- 
structed on shore, floated out into mid- 
stream, and anchored, not necessarily 
complete, but it might be in lengths— 
& process which would ill accord with 
the rest of Hdt.’s narrative descrip- 
tion, though it is a conceivable way of 
making s bridge, and would accord with 


9 τῆς ἑτέρης del. van H. 


this curious separation of the ‘synthesis’ 
of ships and the anchoring. 

9. τὰς pay, sc. dyxtpas. The © 
in the vulgate, even as amended by the 
anonymous but indispensable ζεφύρου for 
eJpov, involves Hdt. (a) in the slight 
atylisticinconsequence of τὰς μέν answered 
by τῆς δὲ ἑτέρης, (Ὁ) in the serious material 
absurdity that one bridge had all its 
anchors on the up side, and the other 
bridge had all its anchors on the down 
side: how the lower bridge, or rather 
the vessels of the lower Fridge, could 
remain in their places, at least at this 
8 of the proceedings, and before the 
cables from shore to shore have been 
stretched across them, and attached to 
them, does not appear. If the boats 
of the upper bridge had anchors let 
down from the bows, then the ships of 
the lower bridge must have had anchors 
from the bows; and if the lower bridge 
had anchors from the sterns of its 
vessels, then the vessels of the upper 
bridge likewise, no doubt, had anchors 
from the sterns, This sense, or descrip- 
tion, would be obtained by deleting τῆς 
érépns and substituting τὰς δέ for τῆς δὲ 
ἑτέρης. (Grote obtains the same result 
by understanding ‘‘ μέριδος, τελευτῆς, or 
some word indicating direction”: which 
was rather too much for Hdt. to expect 
in this .) Even as 80 amended 
the text leaves Hdt. responsible for the 
nahi absurdity that the purpose of 
the anchors, even those from the prows 
of the vessels, was not to counteract the 
natural pressure of the stream, or current, 
but to counteract the effects of the winds. 
This implies, if it has any sense at all, 
that the boats were to be kept in their 
places by the great cables stretched 
across them: Ὁ which, ata t Ae 
assigns no such purpose below. at- 
aver the intention of the builders, the 
certain effect of the stem-anchors would 
have been to lighten the strain of the 
current upon the whole structure of the 
bridge—and one is almost tempted to 
transfer the words ἵνα ἀνακωχεύῃ (or 
-wot) 80 as to follow ἀγκύρας κατῆκαν 
περιμήκεας (the vessels were anchored, 
so as to relieve the strain on the great 
cables—whether from winds or stream). 
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εἵνεκεν τῶν ἔσωθεν ἐκπνεόντων, τῆς δὲ ἑτέρης πρὸς ἑσπέρης 10 


τε καὶ τοῦ Αἰγαίου ζεφύρου τε καὶ νότου εἵνεκα. 


διέκπλοον 


δὲ ὑπόφαυσιν κατέλειπον τῶν πεντηκοντέρων καὶ τριηρέων, ἵνα 
καὶ ἐς τὸν Πόντον ἔχῃ ὁ βουλόμενος πλέειν πλοίοισι λεπτοῖσι 


καὶ ἐκ τοῦ Πόντου ἔξω. 


ταῦτα δὲ ποιήσαντες κατέτεινον ἐκ 


γῆς στρεβλοῦντες ὄνοισι ξυλίνοισει τὰ ὅπλα, οὐκέτι χωρὶς τς 
ἑκάτερα τάξαντες, ἀλλὰ δύο μὲν λευκολίνου δασάμενοι ἐς 


10 τὰς δὲ πρὸς ἑσπέρης τε van H.: eadem mihi occurrerant 11 
ζεφύρου ‘incognitus quidam’ Allgem. Litteraturz. ii. (1802) p. 226: evpov 
12 τῶν «τε; πεντηκοντέρων 3 van H. || καὶ τριηρέων idem 1110 incog- 
nitus: καὶ τριηρέων τριχοῦ Petavius: καὶ τριχοῦ codd. 


10. πρὸς ἑσπέρης τε καὶ τοῦ Αἰγαίον. 
These words are adverse to the ‘ise 


that Hdt. conceived the bridges as 
running E. and W. or the Hellespont as 
flowing 8. through the Heptastadion ; 
west and south-west sufficiently well 
describe the general direction, and the 
more precise orientation would probably 
have been beyond Hdt.’s resources, even 
after a personal visit to the spot (cp. c. 
176 infra). 

11. διέκπλοον δὲ sahil otha os 
τῶν πεντὴκ ν καὶ τρι : e 
last word is an enistidation, bat a fairly 
certain one; cp. App. Crit. It is not 
likely that three different openings were 
provided in each bridge for the passage 
of smaller crafts. The text will mean 
that where the pentekonters and the 
triremes joined, an opening was pro- 
vided. εὐ the pentekonters had been all 
in one bridge, and the triremes all in 
the other, we should expect τῶν τριη- 
ρέων.) The remark throws some light 
on the structure of the bridges, but 
the respective positions of pentekonters 
and triremes remain unfortunately un- 
determined. Were the pentekonters all 
together in one place in each bridge, or 
distributed! If together, were they in 
the middle, or at one side! and so forth. 
If, as is possible, the pentekonters formed 
movable blocks in the bridges which could 
be slung out, in order to allow of the 
navigation continuing, powerful cables 
and capstans might have been employed 
for performing that operation. 
Grote’s ‘blend’ see above.) ὑπόφαυσιν 
appears to be a ἅπαξ λ., and διέκπλοος 
is used in a sense differing from the 
technical (later?) sense in 6. 12, and 
more resembling the use in 4. 179. 

18. πλοίοισι λεπτοῖσι, but hardly 


(On. 


for such larger craft as the corn shipe 
mentioned c. 147 infra. 
Hat. 


14. ταῦτα δὲ ποιήσαντες. 
distinguishes (III.) the slinging of the 
cables from land across the boats, which 
he treats as the veritable yedupwors, 
from (I.) the ‘synthesis’ of the boats 
and (II.) the anchoring of the boats in 
line across the channel. Whether the 
cables were fastened to the boats and 
the boats to the cables, or whether the 
cables simply rested upon the boats; 
whether the cables were each in one 
length, or whether there were in each 
several lengths, and so on, are questions 
which he neither resolves nor even raises. 
The stage in the process of construction 
which he is now describing savours more 
of a suspension bridge than of a pontoon, 
or bridge of boats. Grote, who seems 
to think Hdt. shows neither ‘ignorance’ 
nor ‘incorrectness’ in his description of 
the bridges, observes that ‘‘ the essential 
portion of the bridge is the continuous 
way across from bank to bank, which, 
in the case of a narrow stream, may 
exist without any supports at all.” But 
the parallel cables laid over the vessels, 
‘resting upon them, and stretching 
across from bank to bank’ (sic) do not 
by themselves constitute such a way, 
without the further treatment described 
by Hdt. below (IV.). 

15. ὄνοισι: capstans, windlasses 
(though ‘ass’ in windlass is but a chance 
coincidence); the use of the word re- 
calls our ‘donkey-engines,’ or still more 
exactly the ‘mule’ in a cotton mill. 

16. ἑκάτερα, ‘each set,’ or ‘sort’ 
(force of the plural). There were six 
cables in all used for each bridge, two 
of ‘sparto’ and four of ‘papyros,’ the 
size and finish of each kind being alike, 


δ4 HPOAOTOY 
éxarépny, τέσσερα δὲ τῶν βυβλίνων. 


ΥΙΙ 


παχύτης μὲν ἦν ἡ αὐτὴ 


καὶ καλλονή, κατὰ λόγον δὲ ἐμβριθέστερα ἣν τὰ λίνεα, τοῦ 


τάλαντον ὁ πῆχυς εἷλκε. 


ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἐγεφυρώθη ὁ πόρος, 


20 κορμοὺς ξύλων καταπρίσαντες καὶ ποιήσαντες ἴσους τῆς σχεδίης 


17 ἣν ἡ αὐτὴ A? marg. (Stein!), B? marg. (Stein?): ἦν αὕτη ceteri : 


(μὲν) ἡ αὑτὴ Reiske, Stein’, Kallenberg 


ific gravity of sparto or grass- 
ing greater, for it weighed ‘a 

ent per cubit.’ How much the papyros 
weighed Hdt. does not say, nor does he 
specify how these cables were arranged ; 
whether e.g. the sparto-cables were ex- 
terior, and the papyros-cables within, 
or otherwise. or does Hdt. specify 
exactly what ‘talent’ he had in view. 
Could this be determined we might 
calculate (1) the weight of the cubit of 
esparto-cable; (2) the weight of the 
whole cable, approximately 8 stades, or 
about a mile long; (8) the approximate 
size or thickness (xaxérys=adxos) of 
each cable. As the cables were subse- 
quently captured and taken to Athens 
(9. 121 wmfra) ee may have been 
weighed there, and Hdt. may be draw- 
ing on an Attic source ; the Phoenician 
makers would have reckoned by their 
own weights and measures. eee 
the cubit here would be the mean Gree 
cubit=14 feet, not the ‘Samian’ or 
‘Egyptian,’ for example, 2. 168.) If 
Attic weight is here used the ‘emporic’ 
talent is presumably intended, weighing 
82 lbs. avoirdupois—a truly stupen- 
dous weight of rope, 544 Ibs. per foot ! 
(Stein gives the παχύτης as about 33°8 
inches (Zoll): ‘‘the stoutest modern 
cable is only 24.) The cables which 
Hdt. has here in view would have suited 
ἃ suspension bridge. The anchors above 
mentioned also require eables. If any 
section, or sections, of the bridges were 
capable of being slipped back and for- 
ward into place, cables would be required 
for such an operation. Finally, if the 
bridges were made in lengths and floated 
out into position, or even put in posi- 
tion, ship by ship, cables would be 

to control the movement. Hdt.’s 

account of the ὅπλα leaves much to be 
desired, in form as in substance; cp. 
©. 25 supra. 

18. τοῦ, as relative, refers loosely to 
λευκολίνου implied in τὰ Nivea. 

19. ἐπειδὴ δὲ é ἤθη ὁ πόρος. 
There follows (1Υ.) the fourth stage in 
the process as apparently conceived by 


the s 
ro 


18 ἦν damn. Kallenberg 


Hdt., viz. the formation of the actual 
roadway. πόρος is a little ambiguous, 
and might mean the or waterwa 
across which the bridge was stretched, 
or the or roadway formed by 
the construction of the bridge itself. 
It has the former meaning in o. 183 
infra, 8. 76; and the latter conspicu- 
ously in c. 10 supra (παντοῖοι ἐγένοντο 
Σκύθαι δεόμενοι ᾿Ιώνων λῦσαι τὸν πόρον), 
here, and elsewhere, including 1. 7 supra, 
if πόρου is read for Πόντου. 

20. κορμοὺς ξύλων καταπρίσαντες. 
κορμοί are ‘logs,’ which, when ‘sawn 
up’ (as we say), would make ‘planks’ ; 
these were as ‘long’ as the ‘frame’ 
or ‘pontoon’ (σχεδίη : sc. of each bridge) 
was ‘wide’ (the exact measurement un- 
fortunately not given). These planks 
had no doubt been got ready before the 
γεφύρωσις was accomplished ; they were 
laid in order above the cables (dele τοῦ 
τόνου RWM), and bound down upon 
them (airs ἐπεζεύγννον), either by 
separate ties, or possibly by some of the 
great cables (perhaps the ‘papyros’) 
being put down along them. It is but a 
further stage of the same process of 
road-making that brushwood (ὕλη) was 
then laid down evenly upon the planks, 
and earth spread and stamped or rammed 
tight (xaraydiavres) on the top of the 
brushwood. The bridge is completed 
by a bulwark (φραγμός) of planks, on 
either side, to prevent the sumpter-beasts 
being scared by sight of the water. This 
remark should apply to the bridge on 
the Aegean side for the commissariat 
(cp. c. 55 infra); presumably there was 
a railing, or some protection, along the 
other one too, although Hdt. does not 
say 80. 

There are two systems of building 
pontoons, as distinguished from ‘sus- 
pension’ and from ‘sublician’ bridges, 
on one or other of which the bridges over 
the Hellespont must have been con- 
structed. A. The one of these is virtu- 
ally described by Arrian, in a well-known 
passage of the Anabasis Alexandri, 5. 7, 
as the Roman method employed on the 
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τῷ ebpei κόσμῳ ἐτίθεσαν κατύπερθε τῶν ὅπλων τοῦ τόνου, 
θέντες δὲ ἐπεξῆς ἐνθαῦτα αὗτις ἐπεζεύγννον. ποιήσαντες δὲ 
ταῦτα ὕλην ἐπεφόρησαν, κόσμῳ δὲ θέντες καὶ τὴν ὕλην γῆν 
ἐπεφόρησαν, κατανάξαντες δὲ καὶ τὴν γῆν φραγμὸν παρείρυσαν 
ἔνθεν καὶ ὄνθεν, ἵνα μὴ φοβέηται τὰ ὑποζύγια τὴν θάλασσαν 25 


φ σ΄ Y e 
ὑπερορῶντα [καὶ ob ἵπποι]. 


21 ἐπετίθεσαν BP2 || κατύπερθε B: καὶ ὕπερθε a || τοῦ τόνου deleverim 


22 ἐπεζεύγνυον : ἐπεζεύγνυσαν van H. 


25 φοβῆται aRS: φοβεῖται V 


van H. 
Stein? 


Danube, Rhine, Euphrates, and Tigris. 
Ships are allowed to drift down the 
current, stern foremost, to the given 
spot, where they are stayed by a galley 
with scale to ΤΠΙΡΟΊΤΠΕΥ are attached 
(presumably each ship to a separate 
galley), and which rows or paddles 
against the stream while the next opera- 
tion is accomplished. While this galley 
is rowing or paddling against the stream, 
large baskets of picked stones are dropped 
from the stem of each ship, forming the 
pontoon, and serve as anchors. The 
ships are thus arranged at intervals from 
each other all across the stream, with 
their stems to the current; and from 
ship to ship beams (ξύλα) are laid 
lengthwise, and planks (σανίδες) at right 
angles (ἐγκάρσιαι) to bind them together 
(this work beginning as soon as two 
ships have been successfully moored near 
enough to each other, and proceeding on 
both sides, every ship having ἃ working 

rty on board) until the whole passage 
is bridged by the requisite number of 
ships (ὅσαι ἱκαναὶ γεφυρῶσαι τὸν wépor). 
At each end fixed gangways (κλίμακες) 
project from the bank to the bridge, 
which serve as a safe g dikes for horses 
and beasts, and also keep the pontoon 
in its place. 

With this kind of bridge and bridge- 
building Arrian contrasts the method 
here reported by Hdt. (ws λέγει ἩΗρόδοτος 
ὁ ᾿Αλικαρνασσεὺς ζευχθῆναι τὸν ΕἙλλήσπον- 
rov), by which ξυνδεθεῖσαι αἱ νῆες σχοίνοις 
καὶ κατὰ στοῖχον ὁρμισθεῖσαι ἐς τὸ ζεῦγμα 
ἀπήρκεσαν. But Arrian has apparently 
a little forgotten his Herodotus! One 
great difference he does indeed rightly 
signalise between the Roman method 
and that here described. There is 
nothing in the Roman bridge corre- 
sponding to the colossal ὅπλα, which 
give the bridge of Xerxes somewhat the 
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air of a suspension-bridge. For the rest, 
the floating of the ships stern foremost 
down stream, and their mooring, just 
on the Roman system, seems to be in- 
volved in Hdt.’s account, though he 
does not specify the κελήτιον ἐπῆρες 
which is nec to this operation, 
unless indeed the pentekonters men- 
tioned by him should be taken out of 
the bridge, and definitely assigned to 
this service. The place of the gaugways 
(xAluaxes) too on the Roman bridge is 
taken by the shore ends of the cables 
with Hdt. ; but this is a mere detail of 
difference. 

B. The substantial alternative to the 
Roman method of throwing a bridge 
across a stream, and to the method 
described by Hdt. which appears to 
correspond in essentials to the Roman 
method, is not specified by Arrian, and 
would be to form pontoons on shore, 
or close to shore, of vessels bound or 
fastened together, and then float these 

ntoons, with the shore ends securely 
astened, out into the stream, and either 
moor them or bind them together, or 
both moor them independently and 
attach them to each other at their 
juncture. Such a method would give 
a less stable result than the method 
described by Arrian ; but some hints of 
such a proeess seem to shimmer through 
the description of the bridge-building 
in Hdt. (eg. the separation of the 
‘synthesis’ of the ships from the anchor- 
ing ; the descriptions of the cables and 
windlasses, which seem quite de trop for 
the formation of the roadway, in any- 
thing but a suspension-bridge—of which 
there may have been examples, of course 
on a smaller scale, in Asia, which have 
affected the Herodotean account of the 
Hellespontine structure). The real use 
of the great cables and windlasses may 


δ6 


Ὡς δὲ τά τε τῶν γεφυρέων 
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τὰ 


κατεσκεύαστο καὶ 


περὶ τὸν Ἄθων, οἵ τε χυτοὶ περὶ τὰ στόματα τῆς διώ- 
puxos, of τῆς ῥηχίης εἵνεκεν ἐποιήθησαν, ἵνα μὴ πίμπληται τὰ 


στόματα τοῦ ὀρύγματος, 


καὶ αὐτὴ ἡ διῶρυξ παντελέως 
ς πεποιημένη ἀγγέλλετο, ἐνθαῦτα χειμερίσας 


ἅμα τῷ ἔαρι 


παρεσκευασμένος ὁ στρατὸς ἐκ τῶν Σαρδίων ὁρμᾶτο ἐλῶν ἐς 


87. 1 τὰ om.a 
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have been (1) to control the great 
pontoons when being floated out into 
position, and perhaps to help to moor 
them there ; (2) to control the opening 
and closing of the διέκπλοος ὑπόφαυσις, 
which must have been effected by slipping 
one or more ships out of position in the 
bridge, and replacing the same after the 
passage of the craft (unless, indeed, a gap 
or quasi-archway was left somewhere, or 
in more than one place in the bridge). 
Possibly the two pairs of bridges, suc- 
cessively thrown across the Hellespont, 
were not made on the same methods. 

It is conceivable that the first pair of 
bridges, which were destroyed by a 
storm, had been made upon the latter 
principle, and that the cables really 
played a more important réle in relation 
to the ad reg eae to rs ἐρβϊν 

of bri e secon ο 
bridges may have been sonutricted more 
upon the lines of the ‘Roman’ method 
(which may have been ‘Greek’ before 
it was Roman), and the cables used 
simply or mainly to form the basis, or 
to bind together the roadway; the 
change in method being underestimated 
and misconceived by Hdt., who makes 
it merely a matter of a different dis- 
tribution and perhaps number of sparto 
and byblos ropes. Hdt., who gives no 
precise account of the structure or 
ap nee of the first pair of bridges, 
had to rely upon mere hearsay for his 
account, and might easily have got 
details of the last bridges mixed up 
with details from earlier structures, not 
merely on the Hellespont, but on 
ae and Istros; cp. Introduction, 
§ 10. The fact that he describes the 
bridges of Xerxes but not the bridges 
of ios supports the theory of th 
ea composition of Bks. 7-9, «bid. 


87. 1. ra . . τῶν γεφνρέων might 
have included the προεξέδρη λίθον λευκοῦ 


3 ἐμπίτληται PR ‘contra usum Hdt.’ van H. 
6 ὁρμᾶτο aV: ὡρμᾶτο R, Stein! 


described in c. 44 infra as es 
constructed by the Abydenes évre: 
πρότερον βασιλέος. κατεσκ 

ἃ full pluperfect, temporally. 

2. of . . xurol περὶ τὰ στόματα ris 
διώρυχος. 1686 χυτοί are here men- 
tioned for the first time, a remarkable 
addendum to the description of the Canal 
(τὰ περὶ τὸν "Αθων), confirming the con- 
jecture in note c. 28 supra. It might 
further be conjectured that the Canal 
was at first, like the bridges, a failure, 
and that the ‘moles’ or ‘dams’ were 
additions made during the winter 481-80 
B.C. χυτός, properly an adjective (xéw), 
gy χώματα. Cp. the Samian χῶμα 
8. 60. 

8. ῥηχίη : opposed to duwwrsc. 198 
nat Os ee πλημμυρίς 8. 129. 

ἵνα μὴ πίμπληται τὰ στόματα... 
Stein suggests that ψάμμου is wanting. 
Abicht interprets ‘that the canal might 
not be flooded,’ or overflow (taking 
orépara=xelrea). The object of these 
moles or dams was evidently to protect 
the entrance to the canal from being 
choked, or even storm-lashed. Cp. note 
on 6. 28 supra. 

5. ἐνθαῦτα as it stands can hardly 
be other than temporal; but it comes 
in rather awkwardly, and strengthens 
the suspicion that the description of the 
bridges (cc. 33-36) was not in the first 
draft of the work. ὁρμημένῳ δέ of here 
might have followed ἐλῶν és Αβυδον c. 33. 

χειμερίσας : the winter 481-80 B.c. 
ἅμα τῷ ι 8 ts an early 
start: Duncker (G. d. Alterthwms vii.5 
(1882) 201) delays it until mid-April 
(mainly on the ground that Xerxes was 
only seven months absent from Sardes : 
Nepos (=Ephoros) Themist. 5.), and 
laces the storm which destroyed the 
ridges in the early spring. The eclipse 
which follows, and ought to throw 
a flood of light upon the chronology, 
unfortunately fails us. 


ially 
vou 
is here 


97--38 


TIOAYMNIA 57 


"Αβυδον" ὁρμημένῳ δέ οἱ ὁ ἥλιος ἐκλιπὼν τὴν ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 


ὅδρην ἀφανὴς ἦν, οὔτ᾽ ἐπινεφέλων ἐόντων αἰθρίης 
μάλιστα, ἀντὶ ἡμέρης τε νὺξ ἐγένετο. 
τοῦτο τῷ ἘΞέρξῃ ἐπιμελὲς ἐγένετο, καὶ εἴρετο τοὺς Μάγους τὸ 10 
θέλει προφαίνειν τὸ φάσμα. 


τε τὰ 
ἰδόντι δὲ καὶ μαθόντι 


ot δὲ ἔφραζον ὡς “Ἑλλησι 


προδεικνύεε ὁ θεὸς ἔκλειψιν τῶν πολίων, λέγοντες ἥλιον 


εἶναι. Ἑλλήνων 


προδέκτορα, 


σελήνην δὲ 
πυθόμενος ὁ Ἐξέρξης περιχαρὴς ἐὼν ἐποιέετο τὴν ἔλασιν. 


a 
Ταῦτα 


σφέων. 


δ᾽ ἐξήλαυνε τὴν στρατιήν, Πύθιος ὁ Λυδὸς καταρρωδήσας τὸ 
ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ φάσμα ἐπαερθείς τε τοῖσι δωρήμασι, ἐλθὼν 


παρὰ ἘΞέρξην ἔλεγε τάδε. 


ἐμοὶ δὲ μέγα γενόμενον." 
11 θέλοι a 


“ὦ δέσποτα, χρηίσας ἄν τι σεῦ 
βουλοίμην τυχεῖν, τὸ σοὶ μὲν ἐλαφρὸν τυγχάνει ἐὸν ὑπουργῆσαε, ς 
ElépEns δὲ πᾶν μᾶλλον δοκέων μιν 
38. 8 ἐπαρθεὶς codd. 


4 ἂν τι σεῦ B: ἄν τι 


τεῦ Cz: ἂν τί τευ AB: ἄν τευ Suevern appr. Holder, van H. 


7. ὃ vos ἐκλιπὼν τὴν ἐκ τοῦ 
vod vy. . ἀντὶ τε νὺξ 
ero, ‘night substituted for day,’ 

suggests a total eclipse (cp. 1. 74, 108). 
‘The disappearance of the sun from his 
seat in heaven’ is apparently conceived 
in terms of motion. Hdt. is of course 
aware of the (apparent) motions of the 
sun, diurnal and annual (cp. 2. 24-25) ; 
it is not to be supposed that the motion 
here posited is in a visible direction 
analogous to either of those: it is appar- 
ently a direct retreat, or evanishment, 
from a cloudless and clear sky. There 
was no eclipse of the sun visible in Sardes 
in the spring of 480 B.c., and this re- 
ported eclipse not only conflicts with the 
general chronology of the war, but with 
the verifiable eclipse, Oct. 2, 480 B.o., 9. 
10 infra. It is therefore a fiction, not 
merely generally discreditable to the 
traditions of the war, but specifically 
ominous to the anecdote of Pythios, his 
fright, and its consequences. There 
was, indeed, a total eclipse of the sun 
on April 18, 481 visible in the Indian 
Ocean, but not apparently on the main- 
land, or we might (with Rawlinson) 
associate with an eclipse the departure 
of Xerxes from Susa (which would not 
help us out here). An annular eclipse 
on Feb. 16, 478 was visible in Sardes, 
and might be associated with the king’s 
ae there, but only after his return 
rom Greece: this eclipse has perhaps 
been transposed by ition to do duty 
at a point where it is most effective. 
(That there had been any development 


of such feeling since the celebrated 
ecli of Thales and its notorious 
results, 1. 74 (Stein), is surely more than 
we need suppose. ) 

8. αἰθρίη is probably a substantive ; 


c. 88 infra. ὁ θεός: cp. 2. 24. 
12. ἥλων εἶναι ᾿Ελλήνων 
σελήνην δὲ σφίων 
ring of a Greek than of a Persian or 
Magian interpretation; the Persians were 
nothing if not sun-worshippers, cp. c. 
δά infra, 1. 181. Blakesley has a aug: 
gestive note on this passage, but should 
not have treated it so seriously as in- 
dicating ‘‘a great change in the religion 
of the Persian court as Bake with 
the time of Cambyses.” (If there had 
been any change under Dareios it was, 
as we now know, in the direction of a 
purer Masdeism.) As the eclipse is a 
fiction the interpretation can hardly be 

quoted for a fact. 

According to c. 57 infra another τέρας 
occurred at Sardes, the birth of a bi- 
sexual mule. The fatal accident to 
Pharnouches, the Hipparch, might also 
be added, c. 88 infra. Hdt. is probably 
following various sources without com- 
bining them, or he would have massed 
the ee Pid ansaid (wpodelxrwp), 
apparently an ey eo iessigeer 

P38. 2. Πύθιος ὁ Δυδός re-enters from 
cc. 27-29 supra, with an implicit refer- 
ence back (τοῖσι 5.). (s, always 
with a disparaging sense: cp. 9. 49. 

6. : participle conditional 
=el γένοιτο, cp. Index for reff. 


ὡς 38 


Cae: 


δ8 HPOAOTOY 


χρηΐίσειν ἢ τό <mep> ἐδεήθη, ἔφη τε ὑπουργήσειν καὶ δὴ ayo- 
ρεύειν ἐκέλενε ὅτεν δέοιτο. ὃ δὲ ἐπείτε ταῦτα ἤκουσε, ἔλεγε 
θαρσήσας τάδε. “ὦ δέσποτα, τυγχάνουσί μοι παῖδες ἐόντες 
10 πέντε, καί σφεας καταλαμβάνει πάντας ἅμα σοὶ στρατεύεσθαι 
ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα. σὺ δέ, ὦ βασιλεῦ, ἐμὲ ἐς τόδε ἡλικίης 
ἥκοντα οἰκτίρας τῶν μοι παίδων ἕνα παράλυσον τῆς στρατηίης 
τὸν πρεσβύτατον, ἵνα αὐτοῦ τε ἐμεῦ καὶ τῶν χρημάτων 7 
μελεδωνός: τοὺς δὲ τέσσερας ἄγεν ἅμα σεωυτῷ, καὶ πρήξας 
89 τὰ νοέεις νοστήσειας ὀπίσω." κάρτα τε ἐθυμώθη ὁ ἘΞέρξης 
καὶ ἀμείβετο τοισίδε. “ὦ κακὲ ἄνθρωπε, σὺ ἐτόλμησας, ἐμεῦ 
στρατευομένου αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα καὶ ἄγοντος παῖδας 
ἐμοὺς καὶ ἀδελφεοὺς καὶ οἰκηίους καὶ φίλους, μνήσασθαι περὶ 
ς σέο παιδός, ἐὼν ἐμὸς δοῦλος, τὸν χρῆν πανοικίῃ [αὐτῇ τῇ 
γυναικὶ] συνέπεσθαι ; εὖ νυν τόδ᾽ ἐξεπίστασο, ὡς ἐν τοῖσι ὠσὶ 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων οἰκέει ὁ θυμός, ὃς χρηστὰ μὲν ἀκούσας 
τέρψιος ἐμπιπλεῖ τὸ σῶμα, ὑπεναντία δὲ τούτοισι ἀκούσας 
ἀνοιδέει. ὅτε μέν νυν χρηστὰ ποιήσας ἕτερα τοιαῦτα ἐπηγ- 
10 γέλλεο, εὐεργεσίῆσι βασιλέα οὐ καυχήσεαι ὑπερβαλέσθαι" 


VII 


7 τό <mep> ? Stein 12 οἰκτίρας van H., Stein®: οἰκτείρας codd., 
Stein!? || orparnins Valckenaer, Stein?: στρατιῆς codd., Stein! 14 
τέσσερας B: τέσσαρας ACB 39. 2 ἀμείβεται AB || τοισίδε : τοῖσδε 
codd.: τοῖσιδε Stein 5 σοῦ Krueger || τῇ om. Be: nonne glossema 
totum αὐτῇ τ. y. deleveris? 7 ἀκούσασι van H. 8 ἐμπιμπλᾷ 
Dindorf, appr. van H. || ἀκούσας del. van H. 9 érayyédAco? idem 


7. τό «πῳ» : τό relative. 


Bero: a weak paratazis as the subject of 
δέομαι is constructed with double geni- 


the verbs is not changed. ἀμείβεται, 


tive, of thing and person as in 3. 157, 
or as here with accus. of thing (gen. of 
person), though this accus. looks like a 
case of attraction ; cp. Srev δέοιτο im- 


mediately following. 
10. κα ves: neut. 
11. ἐς τόδε ἡλικίας. If hios was 


grandson of Kroiso’, cp. ὁ. 27 supra, he 
would be in 480 B.c. (as Stein calculates) 
some 80 years old. All his five sons 
were of for military service: he asks 
for the eldest—who would be no chicken. 
Stein com the request of Chryses 
Zt. A 18 (Baehr records this as Larcher’s 
suggestion). The Homeric reminiscence 
affects the form of the request, not the 
substance of the story: the parallel with 
4. 84 is even more suspicious. 
14, μελεδωνός : cp. c. 31 su 
. - ὀπίσω. Ironical in 
effect, and probably in Hdt.’s intention. 
89. 1. « τε ἐθυμώθη . . καὶ ἀμεί- 


the reading of AB(a), is perhaps pre- 
ferable, as rather stronger. 

2. ἄνθρωπε, not ἄνερ. 

3. αὐτοῦ, ‘in person’; cp. 4. 1. 

4. μ 1 περὶ σέο “παιδός, 
‘about ἃ son of thine’ (thee). σέο περὶ 
w. would have been confused after μνή- 
σασθαι: περὶ π. σέο would have been less 
emphatic. The mid. aor. (ἐμνησάμην) is 
rare in prose (Stein). Cp. Veitch sud v. 
grace ( uld that h 

δ. αὐτῇ τῇ γνναικί: would that have 
added to the sacrifice ἢ Is not πανοικίῃ 
enough! The words look almost like a 
comic gloss. 

6. ἐν τοῖσι ὠσὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων οἰκέει 
ὁ τὰς καί has the air of a gnome; the 

ological terminology of the passage, 

omeric or popular as it is, is interesting : 

ὁ θυμός" τὸ oGua τῇ γνχῇ (τοῦ ἑνός). τὸ 

σῶμα is the seat of pleasure (répyis) : 
yuxh=vita c. 209 infra, 8. 118. 
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ἐπείτε δὲ ἐς τὸ ἀναιδέστερον ἐτράπευ, τὴν μὲν ἀξίην ov λάμ- 
ψεαι [ἐλάσσω δὲ τῆς akins]: σὲ μὲν γὰρ καὶ τοὺς τέσσερας 


τῶν παίδων ῥύεται τὰ ξείνια" τοῦ δὲ ἑνός, τοῦ περιέχεαι 


μάλιστα, τῇ ψυχῇ ἕημιώσεαι." 
προσετέτακτο ταῦτα πρήσσειν, τῶν 


αὐτίκα ἐκέλευε τοῖσι 


e a e μ 
ὡς δὲ ταῦτα ὑπεκρίνατο, 


Πυθίου παίδων ἐξευρόντας τὸν πρεσβύτατον μέσον διαταμεῖν, 
διαταμόντας δὲ τὰ ἡμίτομα διαθεῖνας τὸ μὲν ἐπὶ δεξιὰ τῆς 
ὁδοῦ τὸ δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἀριστερά, καὶ ταύτῃ διεξιέναε τὸν στρατόν. 
Ποιησάντων δὲ τούτων τοῦτο, μετὰ ταῦτα διεξήιε ὁ στρατός. 
ἡγέοντο δὲ πρῶτοι μὲν οἱ σκευοφόροι τε καὶ τὰ ὑποζύγια, 


12 glossema del. Stein? || τέσσερας B: τέσσαρας AB 


14. {nprdoenr: fut. pass. (Stein) ; 
middle in passive sense (L. ἃ S.). 

18, ταύτῃ διεξιέναι στρατόν. If 
the army of Xerxes was to pass along 
the road between the halves of the 
bisected corpse, the army cannot have 
been a large one, or the feat would have 
been practically impossible; even if 
limi to τὸν κατ᾽ ἤπειρον μέλλοντα ἅμα 
αὐτῷ Ἐῤρξῃ πορεύεσθαι στράτον (c. 26 
supra) the performance is ἃ difficulty. 
Behind the physical difficulty lies the 
obviously fabulous moral of the story, 
as an exhibition of the unbounded cruelty 
and caprice of the oriental despot, from 
whose rule Hellas had been saved at 
Salamis. Beyond that comes the dra- 
matic or literary interest of the contrast 
between the beginning and the end of 
Pythios’ dealings with Xerxes. The 
form and expression of the whole story 
are essentially Greek, and the parallel 
in 4. 84 (Dareios and Oiobazos) discounts 
it. Yet we may reasonably hesitate to 
dismiss the story of Pythios as a pure 
fabrication. The apparently unconscious 
precision of some of the details ; Pythios’ 
name and antecedents; Kritalla the place 
of meeting, as Sardes of parting, convey 
touches of verisimilitude to a story, or 
pair of stories, which has assuredly 
‘lost nothing in the telling.’ We may 
discount but we cannot deny the evi- 
dences of autocratic caprice, cruelty 
and folly, recorded of Xerxes, as of 
Kambyses, of the Greek ‘tyrants,’ of 
the ‘Roman Caesars ’—not to speak of 
modern examples from further east or 
nearer home. The possession of auto- 
cratic or almost autocratic powers over 
fellowmen is more than any human 
being can stand without disaster ; and 
when those powers have been acquired, 


not by ability and service (as in the 
case of Dareios), but by way of inherit- 
ance and traditional right (as by Xerxes, 
or Kambyses), the prospects of disaster 
are increased. Such is the unanimous 
testimony of Greek tradition in regard 
to the second generation of ‘tyrants’ 
as compared with the first, or founders ; 
and whatever the exaggerations of tradi- 
tion and the prejudices of republicans, 
the general conscience of humanity 
justifies in its own forum the ‘tendency’ 
αὶ moral of et too pire or 9 
ifying natural history of the tyran 
ae ἢ ὁ στρατός Τηὸ description 
which follows is far from being adequate 
to cover the tribes and nations enumer- 
ated in the Army-list afterwards (cc. 
61-88), or even those which crossed the 
bridge, and one may suspect that in 
this place Hdt. has in view (though 
perhaps not quite consciously) only the 
troops who marched ἅμα αὐτῷ Ξέρξῃ, in 
fact mainly the levies of Upper Asia, 
which had mustered at Kritalla in the 
previous year (cp. c. 26 supra). That 
the column is described in marching 
order as it left Sardes merely shows 
that Hdt.’s sources did not date or hail 
from Upper Asia. (Cp. Introduction, § 
10.) This observation does not preclude 
some of the Anatolian levies having 
mustered at Sardes ; but the bulk prob- 
ably made their way direct to Abydos ; 
cp. c. 44 infra. 

2. of σκενοφόροι τε καὶ τὰ ὑποζύγια. 
That the baggage-train marches first 
shows that the column is still in 
thoroughly ,friendly country. Moreover 
it was to cross by the Upper Bridge, 
and had therefore to arrive first at 
Abydos. Cp. τὰ ὑποζύγια καὶ ἡ θεραπηίη, 
c. δδ infra. 
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peta δὲ τούτους σύμμικτος στρατὸς παντοίων ἐθνέων ἀναμίξ, 
οὐ διακεκριμένοι" τῇ δὲ ὑπερημίσεες ἦσαν, ἐνθαῦτα διελέλειπτο, 


ς καὶ οὐ συνέμισγον οὗτοι βασιλέι. 


προηγεῦντο μὲν δὴ ἱππόται 


χίλιοι, ἐκ Περσέων πάντων ἀπολελεγμένοι᾽' μετὰ δὲ αἰχμοφόροι 
χίλιοι καὶ οὗτοι ἐκ Περσέων ἀπολελεγμένοι, τὰς λόγχας κάτω 
ἐς τὴν γῆν τρέψαντες" μετὰ δὲ ἱροὶ Νησαῖοι καλεόμενοι ἵπποι 


δέκα κεκοσμημένοι 


ὡς . κάλλιστα. 


Νησαῖοι ἰδὲ καλέονται 


10 ἵπποι ἐπὶ τοῦδε" ἔστι πεδίον μέγα τῆς Μηδικῆς τῷ οὔνομα 
ἐστὶ Νήσαιον' τοὺς ὧν δὴ ἵππους τοὺς μεγάλους φέρει τὸ 


“πεδίον τοῦτο. 


ὄπισθε δὲ τούτων τῶν δέκα ἵππων ἅρμα Διὸς 


ἱρὸν ἐπετέτακτο, τὸ ἵπποι μὲν εἷλκον λευκοὶ ὀκτώ, ὄπισθε δὲ 
αὐτοῦ εἵπετο πεζῇ ἡνίοχος ἐχόμενος τῶν χαλινῶν" οὐδεὶς γὰρ 


1559 ἐπὶ τοῦτον τὸν θρόνον ἀνθρώπων ἐπιβαίνει. τούτου δὲ 
40. 3 σύμμικτος om. a 4 οὐ διακεκριμένοι del. Valckenaer 5 
οὗτοι : αὐτῷ 1 || βασιλέι del. Krueger || μὲν om. R || δὴ a: γὰρ 8 7 


Περσέων Stein? : πάντων 


8 ἐς τὴν γῆν del. Kallenberg || τράποντες ? 


Stein? || Nyoatoc Stein passim: v.l. νισαῖοι B*: ‘fortasse verior’ van H. 


10 péya om. C 


3. σύμμικτος! στρατὸς παντοίων ἐθνέων 
ἀναμίξ, οὐ διακεκρ t seems viciously 
redundant even for Hdt. Cp. App. Orit. 
The first four words recur c. 55 infra, 
and may be taken to cover the various 
tribes and nations of the eastern half of 
the empire, subsequently enumerated 
and described oc. 63-71. They formed 
the larger half (iwepnulcees) of the 
column that left Sardes. 

4. διελέλειπτο is in neuter construc- 
tion. The exact force of the pluperfect 
is not apparent, but it may be taken to 
emphasize the moment of the interval. 

5. ἱππόται χίλιοι, ‘a chiliad of 
cavalry’: the total number of Persian 
cavalry here, with that given in the 
next chapter, amounts to 12,000, ep. c. 
84 infra. 

6. alxpoddpor χίλιοι. . τὰς λόγχας 
κάτω ἐς δῆ τρέψαντες : τράποντες 
(rpéworres) in c. 41 infra; the word here 
seems to describe the corps as it marched 
out of Sardes or its Laager. The normal 
way of carrying the spear was point 
upwards ; cp. next chapter. 

8. Νησαῖοι καλ. ἵπποι δέκα. 
The reason given for the name ‘ Nesaean’ 
does not quite clearly show whether 
there were some large horses called 


14 αὐτοῦ Stein?: ad τῶν immu: 


15 δὴ om. SV || ἀναβαίνει B, Holder 


ad om. PRs 


‘“Nesaean’ without being of the true 
stock, or at least raised in the actual 
spot (even as ‘Limerick hams’ have 
been kuown to hail from Chicago) ; but 
the passage has the appearance of having 
been composed not merely before 9. 20, 
but before 3. 106, where τῶν Μηδικῶν, 
Νησαίων δὲ καλευμένων ἵππων are men- 
tioned without any explanation of the 
name. Hdt. seems to make a poor jest 
in μέγα and μεγάλους. Greek horses were 
of course small. But op. App. Crit. 

12. G&ppa Διὸς ἱρόν : the chariot or car 
of Ahuramasda, no doubt ; upon which 
not the king himself dared set foot. 
Xen. Kyrop. 8. 8. 12 (ἐξήγετο ἅρμα λευκὸν 
χρυσόζνγον ἐστεμμένον Διὸς ἱερόν, μετὰ 
δὲ τοῦτο Ἡλίον ἅρμα λευκόν, καὶ τοῦτο 
ἐστεμμένον ὥσπερ τὸ πρόσθεν. μετὰ δὲ 
τοῦτο ἄλλο τρίτον ἅρμα ἐξήγετο, φοινικίσι 
καταπεπταμένοι οἱ ἵπποι, καὶ πῦρ ὄπισθεν 
αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάρας μεγάλης ἄνδρες εἵποντο 
φέροντες) describes a procession with 
three sacred cars, one of Zeus, one of 
Mithra, and one of the sacred Fire. But 
that was a pacific, this a warlike occasion. 
(Rawlinson suspects in that a corruption 
of the Persian religion between the days 
of Hdt. and Xenophon!) This sacred 
chariot was left in Thrace and not re- 
covered, 8. 115, 
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ὄπισθε αὐτὸς Ἐξέρξης ἐπ’ ἅρματος ἵππων Νησαίων" παραβεβήκεε 
δέ οἱ ἡνίοχος τῷ οὔνομα ἦν Πατιράμφης, ᾿Οτάνεω ἀνδρὸς 


Πέρσεω παῖς. ἐξήλασε 


μὸν 


οὕτω ἐκ 


Σαρδίων 


μετεκβαίνεσκε δέ, ὅκως μὲν λόγος αἱρέοι, ἐκ τοῦ ἅρματος ἐς 


ἁρμάμαξαν. 


αὐτοῦ δὲ ὄπισθε αἰχμοφόροι Περσέων οἱ ἄριστοί 


τε καὶ γενναιότατοι χίλιοι, κατὰ νόμον τὰς λόγχας ἔχοντες, 
μετὰ δὲ ἵππος ἄλλη χιλίη ἐκ Περσέων ἀπολελεγμένη, μετὰ ς 
δὲ τὴν ἵππον ἐκ τῶν λοιπῶν Περσέων ἀπολελεγμένοι μύριοι. 
οὗτος πεζὸς ἦν" καὶ τούτων χίλιοι μὲν ἐπὶ τοῖσι δόρασι ἀντὶ 


16 παραβεβήκεε augmentum restit. passim van H. 


Πέρσεω 8 


16. παραβεβήκε. Homeric παραιβά- 
ται are the warriors, not the charioteers 
(av δ᾽ EBay ἐν δίφροισι παραιβάται ἠνίοχοί 
τε Il, 28. 182), and so generally. The 
verb is here used in a less technical 
sense, as in 792. 11. 522 of Hektor’s 
driver, tari ΤῊ 

17. "Ordvew ἀνδρὸς poco παῖς. 
Who the mother οὗ Patiramphes was 
does not seem to matter. The father 
Otanes could hardly be the son of 
Pharnaspes, cp. 6. 43, but might very 
well be the son of Sisamnes, cP. 5. 25, 

m 


and identical with the father of Amestris, 
c. 61 infra. 
41. 2. ὅκως μιν λόγος αἱρέοι, ‘‘ when 


the fancy took him” (Rawlinson), “when- 
ever he was so disposed” (Macaulay). 
Cp. 1. 182, 4. 127. 


3. ἁρμάμαξα, a covered carriage, 
used 68 sae! by women; cp. c. 83 
infra; Xen. Kyrop. 3. 1. 40, 6. 4. 11; 


Aristoph. Ach. 70 ἐφ᾽ ἁρμαμαξῶν μαλθα- 
κῶς κατακείμενοι ; Diodor. 18. 26. 1 (the 
dead body of Alexander conveyed on a 
dpuduata, perhaps described 20. 25. 4 
ἅρμα τετράκυκλον σκηνὴν ἔχον) ; Plutarch 
Themist. 26, Artaz. 5, Alexand. 43, 
Mor. ahs F; foot Il. ot bp E, τ ‘ 
αἰχμοφόροι II. of ἄριστοί τε xa 
ἐνναιότατοι χίλιοι. τε xal=id est. 
This chiliad has its spears point up- 
wards. 
5. ἵππος . . χιλίη: χίλιος in the 
singular, with a collective noun. 
ἄλλη, in distinction from the 
chiliad mentioned in c. 40; it is perhaps 
identical with of ἱππόται οἱ χίλιοι of c. 
55 infra, unless, indeed, there is some 
omission and confusion in that account. 
6. pépros presumably the ‘Im- 
mortals, cp. c. 83, though why not so 
named here already isa mystery. The 


17 παῖς ἀνδρὸς 


tion apparently to the other m 
chiliads, and so forth, in that it is 
always maintained at its full strength. 
But it is natural to suspect that the 
chiliad of Ὁ Ῥω στὰς which preceded the 
king, and the chiliad of the ‘best 
and noblest born’ who succeeded him 
in the procession, were ‘Immortals’ 
also, that is, drawn from the myriad: 
in which case the corps in this place 
would have numbered only 8000. Cp. 
also cc. 55, 211 infra. 
7. καὶ τούτων χίλιοι μέν rd. There 
are three curious chiliads in this passage : 
(i.) a chiliad of the ten thousand (Im- 
mortals?) which has golden pomegranates 
(pods) on the butt end of its s 
and forms the outside rank of the 
ten thousand, the nine thousand within 
having pomegranates of silver. (ii.) A 
chiliad, likewise with ae pome- 
nates, which they held upwards 
earning the ἊΝ points to the ground) 
as they marched in the procession in 
front of the king. (iii.) A chiliad of 
the noblest and best, who have ‘apples’ 
(4j\a)—presumably of gold—and march 
immediately in the rear of the king. 
Whether se er in this case 
between ‘apples’ and ‘pomegranates’ 
is one of kind or of degree, who shall 
say! But it is difficult to avoid a 
suspicion (a) that there is one chiliad 
too many, (δ) that the two chiliads, 
the one before and the one after the 
king, were really divisions of the ten 
thousand Immortals. The one thousand 
élite (μηλοφόροι) are, however, mentioned 
by Athenaeus 12. 514 B, and in connexion 
with the ten thousand: χρῆται δὲ 
αὐταῖς (sc. ταῖς γυναιξί, a body-guard of 
800) καὶ πολλάκις ὁ βασιλεὺς διὰ τῆς τῶν 


myriad of ‘Immortals’ forms an re ἢ 


Ἐξέρξης, 41 
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τῶν σαυρωτήρων ῥοιὰς εἶχον χρυσέας καὶ πέριξ συνεκλήιον 
τοὺς ἄλλους, οἱ δὲ εἰνακισχίλιοι ἐντὸς τούτων ἐόντες ἀργυρέας 
10 ῥοιὰς εἶχον" εἶχον δὲ χρυσέας ῥοιὰς καὶ οἱ ; ἐς τὴν γῆν 
τράποντες τὰς λόγχας, καὶ μῆλα οἱ ἄγχιστα ἑπόμενοι ἘΞέρξῃ. 


τοῖσι δὲ μυρίοισι ἐπετέτακτο ἵππος Περσέων μυρίη. 


μετὰ δὲ 


τὴν ἵππον διέλειπε καὶ δύο σταδίους, καὶ ἔπειτα ὁ λοιπὸς 


ὅμελος ἤιε ἀναμίξ. 


42 ‘Enoéero δὲ τὴν ὁδὸν ἐκ τῆς Λυδίης ὁ στρατὸς ἐπί 


41. 10 τὴν om. ABC (a) 
Smyth § 128 p. 133 


Schaefer : 
14 ἀναμείξ 3 van H. 
μηλοφόρων αὐλῆς... ἦσαν δὲ οὗτοι τῶν 


δορνφόρων καὶ τῷ γένει πάντες Πέρσαι, 
ἐπὶ τῶν στυράκων μῆλα χρυσᾶ ἔχοντες 
χίλιοι τὸν ἀριθμόν, ἀριστίνδην ἐκλεγόμενοι 
ἐκ τῶν μυρίων Περσῶν τῶν ᾿Αθανάτων 
καλουμένων. ἴ,. & S. sud v. seem to 
treat μηλοφόροι as an invention of 
Wesaseling’s. The ten thousand foot, 
and similarly the ten thousand horse, 
formed, probably, the full Persian Guard, 
the two chiliads of cavalry above 
specified, one in the van, the other in 
the rear, of the marching column, being 
similarly covered by the ἵππος Περσέων 
μυρίη which follows. 

18. διέλειπε: for the pluperfect (διελ- 
έλειπτο) and aorist (τρέψαντες) in c. 40 
before the king passes, are substituted 
the present and imperfect, after mention 
of the king, and thus an air of motion 
is im to the passage. But op. 
App. Orit. 

ὁ λοιπὸς 5 sr conceivably 
stand here for the Anatolian levies that 
may have joined at Sardes, unless they 
were covered by the συμμικτὸς στρατὸς 
παντοίων ἐθνέων in c. 41, in which case 
ὁ λοιπὸς ὅμιλος may simply stand for 
the host of sutlers and non-combatants, 
other than the organized bagvage-train, 
in the train of the army. 

42. 1. ἐποιέετο... τὴν ὁδόν, ‘inarched,’ 
or, as we might say, ‘made (or was 
making) its way.’ Three stages, of 
widely varying length, are specified in 
this chapter. I. Out of Lydia into 
Mysia, or from Sardes to the Kaikos, 
The route is but vaguely indicated: did 
the forces go from Sardes to Smyrna! 
or by a more northerly road, down the 
Hermos valley? or by a still more 
northerly route such as afterwards led 


11 tpdrovres: τρέποντες cp. Weir 


13 διέλειπε Ba: διέλειπέ τε a: διελείπετο 
διελέλειπτο Schweighaeuser approb. Holder, van H. et al. 


from Pergamum to Sardes? or a part 
by one, a part by another way? What- 
ever the route, this stage would have 
occupied not less than five to six days. 
II m the Kaikos, through Atarneus, 
to the city of Karene, leaving Mount 
Kane on the left hand. The route is 
here clearly given ; the distance would 
only be some twenty R. miles, perhaps 
a march of two days. III. From Karene 
into the Troad, and Ilion, a march of 
several days. The route is indicated, 
but is not free from obscurity ; there is 
difficulty, for example, in understanding 
how the column could leave Ida on the 
left hand if it marched via Antandros. 
Is ‘left’ a slip for ‘right’? Or is the 
point of view not that of the column 
en route but of a reporter farther north, 
e.g. at Abydos! Or did a part of the 
force really out across inland, while the 
main part took the coast route (as 
Blakesley suggested) f Anyway, from 
Karene to Adramyttion would be a 
long day’s march; from Adramyttion 
to Antandros another; from Antandros 
to Ilion would take at least three days 
more. Xenophon and his remnant made 
this very march in the opposite direction: 
Anab. 7. 8. 7 ἐντεῦθεν éropetovro διὰ τῆς 
Tppddos, καὶ ὑπερβάντες τὴν ᾿Ιδὴν els 
ΛΑντανδρον ἀφικνοῦνται πρῶτον, εἶτα παρὰ 
θάλατταν πορευόμενοι τῆς Μυσίας [Μ88. 
᾿Ασίας᾽ Λυδίας) εἰς Θήβης πεδίον. 8. 
ἐντεῦθεν δι᾽ ᾿Ατραμυττείου καὶ Ἑυνωνίου 
[Κερτώνου 1] ὁδεύσαντες wap’ ᾿Αταρνέα els 
Καΐκου πεδίον ἐλθόντες Πέργαμον κατα- 
λαμβάνουσι τῆς Μυσίας. Also Thuc. 8. 
108. 4 shows that hoplites could march 
from Abydos to Antandros wefy διὰ τῆς 
Ἴδης τοῦ ὄρους. It a then that 
there was a route from [lion to Antandros 
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τε ποταμὸν Κάικον καὶ γῆν τὴν Μυσίην, ἀπὸ δὲ Καΐκου 
ὁρμώμενος, Κάνης ὄρος ἔχων ἐν ἀριστερῇ, διὰ τοῦ ᾿Αταρνέος 





ἐς Καρήνην πόλιν ἀπὸ δὲ ταύτης διὰ Θήβης πεδίου 
ἐπορεύετο, ᾿Αδραμύττειον τε πόλιν καὶ "Αντανδρον τὴν ς 
42. 8 ὁρμώμενος ΑΒΕΒ : ὁρμεώμενος Ce: ὁρμεόμενος P, Stein? 4 


Καρήνην Steph. ΒΥΖ.: καρίνην θ: κάρνην a 


5 ἀδραμύττειόν a: 


ἀδραμντειόν Vpr., Holder: ἀτραμύτειόν RSVeorr.: ᾿Ατραμύττειόν Valla, 


Gaisf., Palm et al. 


crossing Ida; this would probably follow 
the line of the Skamandros (Aendere 
Chai) to Kebrene, on past the modern 
Turkish village of Awzlar, and thence 
‘‘across the spurs of the Kaz Dagh 
(Mount Ida) to Narli (eight hours) and 
Edremit (seven hours)” (Murray's Asta 
Minor, p. 69, 1895). This route, how- 
ever, from Edremit (Adramyttion) would 
leave the bulk of Ida on the right, not 
on the left. A road passing east of Ida, 
from Zeitunlii, apparently exists (Sitzler 
in Bursian’s Jahresb. 86. 67f.). It is 
ible that all three routes were used 
y the king’s forces; the coast road, 
however, must have been taken by the 
σκευοφόροι. It seems that Hdt. himself 
had not been over the ground. Holder 
apparently solves the difficulty by re- 
punctuation: Ἴδην δὲ λαβών, és ἀριστερὴν 
χεῖρα te κτλ. The form of the expres- 
sion is harsh ; and why should the king 
ere eet re worauiy Ké 
τε κὸν κι. τ. 
Mvoinv. The valley of the Kaikos and 
the plain of Thebe were reckoned to 
‘Mysia’ even after the Lydian conquest 
of the district. Atarneus is expressly 
described by Hdt. (1. 160, 8. 106) asa 
Mysian city. The people of Astyra 
(᾿Αστυρηνοῖ), between Adramyttion and 
Antandros, are described in the Attic 
tribute-lists as Μυσοί (cp. Hill’s Sources, 
sub nom.). Karene was a πόλις Μυσίας 
according to Steph. B., and unfortun- 
ately Adramyttion too (cp. 1n/ra). 
Thraemer, Pergamos, p. 279. Cp. also 
6. 28. 
. The construction is 
Stein cps. Thuc. 4. 46. 1 ἐν τῷ 
ὄρει τῆς ᾿Ιστώνηςς. There was a town 
hard by named Κάναι: cp. Forbiger, ii. 
152-3. 
διὰ τοῦ “Arapvéos: perhaps the 
district, not the city, both bearing the 
same name ; a rich grain-growing neigh- 
bourhood, yet ‘a field of blood,’ or at 
least ‘ the price of iniquity’; op. 1. 160, 


6. 29, 8. 106 infra. Xen. Hell. 8. 2. 
11 describes the city of Atarneus as a 
χωρίον ἰσχυρόν, which it took Derkylidas 
eight months to reduce (398-7 B.c.). 

4. Καρήνην, mentioned by Pliny 
(6. $2) es Ste apr vs Mvolas) ; 
ut perhaps on rom this passage. 
(Should en have read Kaphyy in 6. oo 


for Μαλήνῃ ἢ) 
Θήβη: πεδίον, ‘‘plaine extréme- 
ment fertile qui va dAntandros jus- 


u’au dela d Adramytte,” Radet, La 

νάϊ, Ρ. 175. It seems hypercritical 
to object to Hdt.’s narrative here that 
if Xerxes had gone by the coast route 
the order should have been (1) Adra- 
myttion, (2) Theban plain, (3) Antandros, 
R. Virchow, Sitzb. Berl. Akad. (1892), 
978 ff. The plain extends from Adra- 
myttion to Antandros; the former is 
now its principal place. Hdt. names 
first the larger space, and then its 
terminals. 

5. ᾿Αδραμύττειόν τε πόλιν. The 
form in Thucydides (and others) appears 
as ᾿Ατραμύττιον. ‘here was considerable 
variety in spelling the name (cp. Steph. 
B. s.v., and App. Crit. above). The i- 
tion of the ancient Adramytteion is no 
longer identified with the modern Adra- 
mytt, the name having been transferred 
about 1100 a.p. to the town on the site 
of Thebe (Hirschfeld in Pauly-Wissowa, 
i, 404); ‘the ancient Adramyttion lay 
on a hill by the sea, S. of the Euenos.’ 
Hdt. is the first extant author to name 
the city. Thuc. 5. 1 mentions it as a 

lace of refuge offered by the Persian 
harnakes for some of the Delians ex- 
lied. by the Athenians in 422 B.c., and 
ter (8. 108. 4) records the treacherous 
butchery of the refugees by the Persian 
Arsakes. Xenophon touched the place 
(Anab. 7. 8. 8 quoted above). The city 
had a harbour (Paul sailed in a ship of 
Adramyttion, Acts 27. 2); and not- 
withstanding its sufferings in the Asiatic 
wars retained its importance in the times 
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Πελασγίδα παραμειβόμενος. τὴν Ἴδην δὲ λαβὼν ἐς ἀριστερὴν 


χεῖρα ἤιε ἐς τὴν Ἰλιάδα γῆν. 


καὶ πρῶτα μέν οἱ ὑπὸ τῇ 


Ἴδῃ νύκτα avapeivayts βρονταί τε καὶ πρηστῆρες ἐπεσπί- 


πτουσι καί τινα αὐτοῦ 


ταύτῃ συχνὸν ὅμιλον διέφθειραν. 
43 ἀπικομένου δὲ τοῦ στρατοῦ ἐπὶ ποταμὸν Σκάμανδρον, ὃς 


πρῶτος ποταμῶν, ἐπείτε ἐκ Σαρδίων ὁρμηθέντες ἐπεχείρησαν 
τῇ ὁδῷ, ἐπέλιπε τὸ ῥέεθρον οὐδ᾽ ἀπέχρησε τῇ στρατιῇ τε 
καὶ τοῖσι κτήνεσι πινόμενος, ἐπὶ τοῦτον δὴ τὸν ποταμὸν ὡς 
ς ἀπίκετο Ἐξέρξης, ἐς τὸ Πριάμου πέργαμον ἀνέβη ἵμερον ἔχων 


van H 


6 τὴν Ἴδην δὲ λαβών, és Holder || δὲ : δὴ Matzat 
: 8 ἀναμείναντι: μίαν peivavre? Stein? 


7 χεῖρα secl. 
43. 1 ἐπὶ 


τὸν Σκάμανδρον B, Holder, van H, et alii: ἐπὶ τὸν ποταμὸν Σκάμανδρον d 


8 petOpov? van H. 


of Cicero, Strabo, and Pliny (Cic. pro 
Flacc. 68, Brut. 816; Strabo 614, 660; 
Pliny 5. 128). According to the 
foundation-legend, ap. Steph. B., it was 
named from Adramytes (Adramys), 
brother of Kroisos (ws ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐν 
πολιτείαις καὶ ἄλλοι) ; but Xanthos (ἢ) 
made Sadyattes his father (Nicol. Damas. 
Fr. 61), and seems to have recognized 
a king of Lydia of the name (F. ἢ. G. 
i. p. 40). Dikaiarchos (Fr. 11, 2. H. Ο. 
ii. pert made him a ‘ Pelasgian’ 
(perhaps in the interests of the ‘ Athenian 
colony'!) in a distinctly Hellenising 
version. Radet (La Lydie, p. 199) treats 
Adramys as an historical person, and 
dates the foundation 584 3.0. (‘Adramys,’ 
like Attalos, Atys, Adrastos, has a sus- 
piciously ‘divine’ air about it; but 
where the etymology, ‘court of death,’ 
‘mansion of death,’ comes from, Cruden’s 
Concordance, sub v., is go stated). 
“AvtravSpov τὴν Πελασγίδα, c 

5. 26. Strabo, 606 (or rather Alknios, 
our oldest authority), describes it as 
‘Lelegian.’ Thuc. 8. 108. 4 makes the 
Antandrians Αἰολῆς. Its name a 

on the τάξις φόρου of 425 B.c. (Hicks’ 
Manual? (1901), p. 119). It was seized 
by the Lesbian exiles in 424 B.o. (Thue. 
4. 52. 8), but recovered by the Athenians 
in the same summer (c. 75). Lost 
apparently by the Athenians to the 
Persians after the Sicilian disaster, it 
was liberated by a body of Lakedaimonian 
hoplites in 411 B.c. (Thuc. 8. 108), but 
was apparently subject to Pharnabazos 
a little later (Xen. Hell. 1. 1. 25), when 
the Syracusans not ony build ships, but 
help to rebuild the walls of Antandros, 
receiving ‘citizenship’ in return for 


their services. The control of the woods 
of Ida was a considerable source of profit 
to the Antandrians; Thuc. 4. 52, Xen. 
i.c., Strabo 606. 

7. πρῶτα μέν is not clearly answered 
by a corresponding clause with δέ. 
Abicht takes the failure of the Skaman- 
dros as the intended complement; but 
the [πο afterwards makes a better 
parallel to the storm. (So too Stein.) 

48. 1. Σκάμανδρον, ‘the fabled stream, 
Scamander’s holy flood,’ first of the 
rivers that failed ; cp. 6. 21 supra. 

3. τὸ ῥέεθρον is apparently an acc. 
: ᾿ ἐνὶ ΩΣ Cp. ο. 90 infra. 

. ιάμον πέργαμον (Πέργαμον) : 
in the Iliad ἡ Πέργαμος (Περγάμῳ εἰν 
ἱερῇ 5. 446, Περγάμῳ ἄκρῃ 5. 460) ; later 
writers use τὰ Πέργαμα (e.g. Sophokl. 
Phil. 353, etc.) ; seems here to be used 
for akropolis, or citadel (etymology con- 
nected with burg, bourg, Πέργη, πύργος, 
L. ἃ 8.). Not to be confounded locally 
with Pergamon (Xen. Hell. 3. 1. 6), but 
no doubt identical with the spot visited 
by Alexander, Arrian, Anad. 1. 11. 7, ὃ 
(384 B.c.), and identified as the modern 
Hissarlik, the now indubitable site of 
Homeric Troy ; cp. W. Doerpfeld, 7raa 
und Ilion, 2 Bde, Athens, 1902. Stein 
observes that Hdt.’s expression implies 
that the place was uninhabited and un- 
occupied ; if so, it would go to prove 
Hdt. personally unacquainted with the 
locality. Hellanikos knew better: ‘EA\d- 
vexos δὲ χαριζόμενος τοῖς ᾿Ιλιεῦσιν, οἷος 
ὁ ἐκείνου μῦθος συνηγορεῖ τῷ τὴν αὐτὴν 
εἶναι πόλιν τὴν νῦν τὴ τότε (Strabo 602= 
Hellan. Fr. 145). 

t ων Xerxes, 


ἔχ μα, mens 
son of Dareios, may have had a special 
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θεήσασθαι: θεησάμενος δὲ καὶ πυθόμενος ἐκείνων Exacta τῇ 


᾿Αθηναίῃ τῇ 
τοῖσι ἥρωσι ἐχέαντο. 
ἐς τὸ στρατόπεδον ἐνέπεσε. 


Ἰλιάδι ἔθυσε βοῦς χιλίας, χοὰς δὲ οἱ Μάγοι 
ταῦτα δὲ ποιησαμένοισι νυκτὸς φόβος 
ἅμα ἡμέρῃ δὲ ἐπορεύετο ἐνθεῦτεν, 


ἐν ἀριστερῇ μὲν ἀπέργων Ῥοίτιον πόλιν καὶ "Odpiveov καὶ 
Δάρδανον, 4 περ δὴ ᾿Αβύδῳ ὅμουρος ἐστί, ἐν δεξιῇ δὲ 


Γέργιθας Τευκρούς. 


9 ἐσέπεσε ABC (a): ἐπέπεσε d 


12 γέργιθάς τε καὶ τευκρούς PR: 


reason for his interest in Troy; cp. 
Heaych. Δαρεῖος: ὑπὸ Περσῶν ὁ φρόνιμος, 
ὑπὸ δὲ Φρυγῶν “Exrwp. The fame of the 
Trojan war was not unknown at the 
Persian court. 

6. πνθόμενος ἐκείνων ἕκαστα, rather 
from the Greeks in his train than trom 
the local guides. ἐκείνων is used vaguely 
for ‘the story of Troy’; τῶν ἐκεῖ γενο- 
μένων (Stein). 

τῇ ᾿Αθηναίῃ τῇ ᾿Ιλιάδι. Iliad, 
6. 269, 297, mentions ἃ νηὸς ᾿Αθήνης ἐν 
πόλει ἄκρῃ, cp. also Xen. Hell. 1. 1. 4 
(where Mindaros, the Spartan navarch, 
is ἐν ᾿Ιλίῳ θύων τῇ ᾿Αθηνᾷ). Was Apollo, 
so intimately associated with the spot by 
‘Homer,’ ignored by Xerxes? Rawlin- 
son’s notion (so too Duncker’s: £. 7. 
v. 175) that the king and the i 
would not have been at all likely to 
worship foreign deities is refuted by 
what we know of the Persian policy in 
Babylon, in Egypt, and even, from 
Hdt.’s testimony, in Greece; cp. Persian 
indignation for thedestruction of Kybele’s 
temple, 5. 102; Datis’ offerings at Delos, 
6 7 ; Xerxes’ own subsequent action 
in Athens, 8. 54; and the attitude of 
Mardonios towards the Greek oracles, 
8. 183, 9. 42, to say nothing of the 
cylinder of Cyrus, and the tian 
evidences (Records of the Past, x. pp. 
45 ff., etc.). How far such acts may 
have been the expression of policy, how 
far of personal piety, need hardly be 
discussed ; the two are not mutuall 
exclusive. It is undoubtedly remarkable 
that the Magi should have propitiated 
the ‘Heroes,’ ‘hero-worship’ being 8 
characteristically Hellenic office. Hdt. 
may have gone rather far in this item. 
(Alexander specially averted the μῆνιν 
Πριάμου, Arrian, Anadb. 1. 11. 8.) On 
the Magi cp. cc. 19, 37 supra. 

8. φόβος, curiously separated from 
the thunderstorm and its dire effects, 
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10 ῥοίτειον Pdz appr. van H. 


c. 42 supra. ‘Panics’ do happen; cp. 
4. 208, 6. 105, 8. 87. Could this one 
have been due to the neglected majesty 
of Apollon ἢ 
10. ἐν Serene: ΝῊΡ march from Ilion 
to oop Ais might have been accomplished 
y, but may have occupied longer. 
It is observable that Hdt. omits all 
mention of Sigeion and the Achilleion 
(cp. 5. 94). 

*Polriov, captured by the Myti- 
lenean exiles in 424 B.c. but immediately 
restored for a Matar of 2000 Phokaian 
staters (gold), Thuc. 4. 52.2. Elsewhere 
Thuc. (8. 101) incidentally supplies the 
names of several towns between Lekton, 
the southern promontory of the Troad, 
and Rhoiteion or ‘Rhoition.’ (Eustath. 
ad Hom. 11. 2. 648 condemns the form 
of the word here adopted, but cp. App. 


Crit. ) 
᾿Οφρύνειον mentioned by Xen. 
Anab. 7. 8. 5 on his march from Lam- 
ree to Antandros, and apparently a 
a 


y's journey from the former. 

1. Δάρδανον. Cp. 5. 117. In the 
sea-fight off Kynossema in 411 B.c. the 
Peloponnesian fleet (of 86 vessels) had 
its might wing off Abydos and its left 
wing off Dardanos (Thuc. 8. 104. 2). 
Dardanos was 70 stades from Rhoeteum 
(sic Pliny, 5. 88), and exactly the same 
distance from Abydos (Strabo 595). It 
occupied, presumably, the site of that 
Δαρδανίη, founded by Dardanos, son of 
Zeus, before the foundation of holy Ilios 
itself (Zéiad, 20. 215f.). In later times 
it was celebrated as the spot where Sulla 
met Mithradates in 84 B.c. and con- 


cluded peace. (Strabo J.c.; Plutarch, 
Sulla 24.) 
12. Γ Τεὺκ By Hdt. 


identifie ΒΡΗ͂Σ with the Trojans 
proper, or at least a portion of them (cp. 
5. 122 εἷλε μὲν Αἰολέας πάντας ὅσοι τὴν 
Ἰλιάδα νέμονται, εἷλε δὲ Γέργιθας τοὺς 


F 
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44 ‘Enel δ᾽ ἐγένετο ἐν ᾿Αβύδῳ [μέσῃ], ἠθέλησε ἘΞέρξης 


ἰδέσθαι. πάντα τὸν στρατόν: καὶ προεπεποίητο γὰρ ἐπὶ 
κολωνοῦ ἐπίτηδες αὐτῷ ταύτῃ προεξέδρη λίθον λευκοῦ, 
ἐποίσαν δὲ ᾿Αβυδηνοὶ ἐντειλαμένου πρότερον βασιλέος, 
ς ἐνθαῦτα ὡς ἵζετο, κατορῶν ἐπὶ τῆς ἠιόνος ἐθηεῖτο καὶ τὸν 
πεζὸν καὶ τὰς νέας, θηεύμενος δὲ ἱμέρθη τῶν νεῶν ἅμιλλαν 
γινομένην ἰδέσθαι. ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀγένετό τε καὶ ἐνίκων Φοίνικες 
45 Σιδώνιοι, ἥσθη τε τῇ ἁμίλλῃ καὶ τῇ στρατιῇ. ὡς δὲ ὥρα 
πάντα μὲν τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον ὑπὸ τῶν νεῶν ἀποκεκρυμμένον, 
πάσας δὲ τὰς ἀκτὰς καὶ τὰ ᾿Αβυδηνῶν πεδία ἐπίπλεα ἀνθρώ- 
πων, ἐνθαῦτα ὁ Ἐξέρξης ἑωυτὸν ἐμακάρισε, μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο 


44. 1 ἐπείτε vel ἐπειδὴ δ᾽ 1 van H. || μέσῃ Stein!?: om. 8 etiam 


Stob. 98. 73 
deleveris || ἐξέδρη 8 
Τῇ Te idem 

van H. 


ὑπολειφθέντας τῶν ἀρχαίων Τευκρῶν). On 
his theory of the Poukrian, or Myso- 
Teukrian invasion, the ‘Gergithes’ are in 
fact those Teukri who had not migrated 
into Europe. The theory is, probably, 
a complete inversion of the facts: the 
Teukri, the Gergithii, were foreign 
settlers in the Troad (like the Mysians 
themselves); ‘Gergithes’ was perhaps 
the wider term of the two; but Hdt. is 
not wrong in associating the two terms 
together: the original home of the 
Gergithians is probably to be sought in 
Kypros. (Cp. note to c. 20 supra and 
reff. ane Pe Heil, 8.1. 15 oo 
Gergisasa fortified city ; ΟΡ. Steph. B. sudv. 
“a 2. πάντα ne ᾿ τόν. seems to 
imply that all the forces were there to 
review. The Anatolian levies may have 
been Fhe Abydos as the rendezvous. 
The fleet 6, ies just below ; but is it 
very likely that the whole fleet of 1207 
vessels (more or less) was conveyed into 
and out of the Hellespont, and a ntly 
for nothing but this review ! f so, the 
fleet will have been numbered by tens, 
not by hundreds, and those who desire 
to diminish the scale of the expedition 
as much as possible should take note of 
this review. 
προεπεποίητο: how weak the mere 
temporal force of the pluperfect is with 
Hdt. is shown by the compositum xpo-. 
Cp. Index sub v. ‘ Pluperfect.’ 
8. προεξέδρη : the word is found else- 
where only in Pollux, 9. 46 (not 49 as 


3 αὐτοῦ Abresch approb. Holder, van H.: nisi ταύτῃ 
7 τε del. van H. || Φοίνικες del. idem 8 
45. 2 ὑποκεκρυμμένον Stob. lic. 


4 τοῦτο del. 


in L. & S. and Didot’s Stephanus), inter 


partesurbis. προ- has here the same force 


as in προεδρία, a seat ‘in front,’ i.e. of 
honour. his white marble seat, or 
latform (as Rawlinson suggests), had 

en commandeered some time before, 
and was probably a substantial structure. 

δ. κατορῶν ἐπὶ τῆς ἠιόνος ἐθηεῖτο, 
‘‘gazing thence upon the shore below, 
beheld” (Rawlinson); ‘looking down 
upon the shore he gazed” (Macaulay). 

e ships apparently were drawn up on 
the shore: another indication that there 
were not so many of them at Abydos. 
The next chapter, however, has them all 
afloat. 

6. τῶν νεῶν ἅμιλλαν: perhaps the 
earliest international Regatta on record ; 
the Sidonians were victorious, and 
Xerxes’ joys were multiplied (ἥσθη, cp. 
c. 29 supra). It was, perhaps, the 
vessel victorious on this occasion that 
he afterwards employed as his yacht, 
c. 128 infra; the captain, according to 
one story, though a good seaman, came 
to a sad end, 8. 118. 

45. 4. ὁ . - Bdxpvoe Xerxes 
at the Hellespont affords an interesting 
contrast to Dareios on the Bosporos, 4. 
85-88. He too does his sight-seeing, 
and has his pleasure, but dry-eyed. It 
was not possible to improve that occasion, 
once the moral had been exploited in 
this passage, any more than to reproduce 
the Army-list, though Dareios had all 
the forces of the empire with him: ἦγε 


44-46 


ἐδάκρυσε. 
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πρῶτον γνώμην ἀπεδέξατο ἐλευθέρως ov συμβουλεύων Ἐξέρξῃ 
στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, οὗτος ὡνὴρ φρασθεὶς Ἐξέρξην 


δακρύσαντα εἴρετο τάδε. 


“ὦ βασιλεῦ, ὧς πολλὸν ἀλλήλων 


μαθὼν δέ μιν ᾿Αρτάβανος [o πάτρως), ὃς τὸ 46 


κεχωρισμένα ἐργάσαο νῦν τε καὶ ὀλίγῳ πρότερον᾽ μακαρίσας 5 


γὰρ σεωυτὸν δακρύεις." 


ὃ δὲ εἶπε “ἐσῆλθε γάρ με λογι- 


’ a e \ ”) e a 9 4 , 
σάμενον κατοικτῖρα. ws βραχὺς εἴη ὁ πᾶς ἀνθρώπινος Bios, 
εἰ τούτων γε ἐόντων τοσούτων οὐδεὶς ἐς ἑκατοστὸν ὄτος 


περιέσται." 
ζόην πεπόνθαμεν οἰκτρότερα. 


ὃ δὲ ἀμείβετο λέγων “ ἕτερα τούτου παρὰ τὴν 
ἐν γὰρ οὕτω βραχέι βίῳ οὐδεὶς 


οὕτω ἄνθρωπος ἐὼν εὐδαίμων πέφυκε, οὔτε τούτων οὔτε τῶν 





46. 1 ὁ πάτρως 860]. van H., Stein?: ὁ πάτρως αὐτοῦ coni. Stein*® 


2 ἐλευθερίως B 


4 πολλὸν Stein!: πολὺ codd., Stob. 


7 κατοι- 


xretpac Stein} 2, cp. c. 38. 12 sup. || ἀνθρωπήιος Bredow ‘ex usu Hdti.’ 


van H. 10 (nv B 


δὲ πάντα τῶν ἦρχε, 4. 87. Cp. Intro- 
duction, § 10. One may easil - 
concile this observation with the γ᾽ 
thesis of the prior composition οὗ Bks. 
7, 8, 9. It is difficult to discover a rule 
for Hdt.’s use of the article with Ξέρξης, 
but its effect is to give the name addi- 
tional prominence for the moment. 
46. 1. ᾿Αρτάβανος : ο. 10 supra. 

τὸ πρῶτον : for he subsequently 
altered his opinion. There follows here 
an elaborate Dialogue, with five speeches 
assigned to each interlocutor (cc. 46-52). 
Little or no degree of authenticity can 
be claimed for the passage as a record 
of an actual conversation between the 
king and his uncle. (a) The conversa- 
tion is ex hypothesi a private one; (ὁ) 
surely not conducted, although reported, 
in Greek ; (c) marked by Greek sentiment 
rather than Persian, or Oriental; (d) 
affording an artificial antithesis, or 
series of antitheses, between the cheery 
optimism of the king and the sober 
pessimism of the counsellor; (6) in regard 
to human life generally and the jealousy 
of the gods; (7 in regard to the natural 
difficulties encompassing the expedition ; 
(g) in regard to the danger to be appre- 
hended tron the Ionians, a human 
element of weakness. The passage 
suggests to some extent a rationale for 
the coming failure of the undertaking, 
in ‘the jealousy’ of heaven, the physical 
obstacles on land and sea, the human 
elements of weakness in the composition 
of the forces, all points which are sub- 


sequently worked out more fully, and 
to a great extent in similar dramatic 
form. (Cp. co. 101 ff.) It oannot be 
said that Xerxes has the worst of the 
ment upon this occasion; he con- 
trasts favourably with the blatant egotism 
of a Kroisos in his interview with Solon 
(1. 80), and Hdt. has nowhere shown 
himself a finer literary artist than in 
his management of this matter, and of 
the st regig αι δον dialogues which are the 
vehicles for his own aed aed of 
history, with especial reference to the 
great expedition. A modern historian, 
ealing with a similar problem, must 
speak tn propria persona, and dare not 
invoke Hdt.’s stage-devices (cp. H. B. 
George, Napoleon's Invasion of Russia, 
1899, passim). But Hermogenes went 
too far in his commendation of Hdt. as 
ἃ master in the representation of ἤθη 
and πάθη προσώπων, -in this passage 
especially, where the treatment is de- 
cidedly conventional: περὶ ἰδεῶν B 396 
(Spengel, Rhet. Gr. ii. 421). 

2. οὐ συμβουλεύων : disswadens, i.e. 
συμβ. wh. . 

6. θε γάρ pe λογισάμενον κατοι- 
κτῖραι ὡς. ., ‘yes, for pity came over 
(into) me, when I thought how. .’ 

8. ἐς ἑκατοστὸν ἔτος, ‘a hundredth 
year, from now? or of age? The 
former seems the more forcible: ‘a 
hundred years hence they will all be 


gone. 
9. παρὰ τὴν ζόην, ‘during life . .’ 
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ἄλλων, τῷ οὐ παραστήσεται πολλάκις καὶ οὐκὶ ἅπαξ τεθνάναι 

βούλεσθαι μᾶλλον ἢ ζώειν. al τε γὰρ συμφοραὶ προσ- 

πίπτουσαι καὶ αἱ νοῦσοι συνταράσσουσι καὶ βραχὺν ἐόντα 
15 μακρὸν δοκέειν εἶναι ποιεῦσι τὸν βίον. οὕτω ὁ μὲν θάνατος 
μοχθηρῆς ἐούσης τῆς ζόης καταφυγὴ αἱρετωτάτη τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ 
γέγονε: ὁ δὲ θεὸς γλυκὺν γεύσας τὸν αἰῶνα φθονερὸς ἐν 
αὐτῷ εὑρίσκεται ἐών." 

Ἐέρξης δὲ ἀμείβετο λέγων ““᾿Αρτάβανε, βιοτῆς μέν νυν 
ἀνθρωπηίης πέρι, ἐούσης τοιαύτης οἵην περ σὺ διαιρέαι εἶναι, 
παυσώμεθα, μηδὲ κακῶν μεμνώμεθα χρηστὰ ἔχοντες πρήγματα 
ἐν χερσί: φράσον δέ μοι τόδε" εἴ τοι ἡ ὄψις τοῦ ἐνυπνίου 

ς μὴ ἐναργὴς οὕτω ἐφάνη, εἶχες ἂν τὴν ἀρχαίην γνώμην, οὐκ 
ἐῶν με στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἢ μετέστης av; φέρε 
τοῦτό μοι ἀτρεκέως εἶπέ." ὃ δὲ ἀμείβετο λέγων “ ὦ βασιλεῦ, 
ὄψις μὲν ἡ ἐπιφανεῖσα τοῦ ὀνείρου ὡς βουλόμεθα ἀμφότεροι 
τελευτήσειε, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἔτι καὶ ἐς τόδε δείματος εἰμὶ ὑπόπλεος 

το οὐδ᾽ ἐντὸς ἐμεωυτοῦ, ἄλλα τε πολλὰ ἐπιλεγόμενος καὶ δὴ καὶ 
48 ὁρῶν τοι δύο τὰ μέγιστα πάντων ἐόντα πολεμιώτατα." ἘΞέρξης 
δὲ πρὸς ταῦτα ἀμείβετο τοισίδε. “ δαιμόνιε ἀνδρῶν, κοῖα 
ταῦτα λέγεις εἶναι δύο μοι πολεμιώτατα ; κότερά τοι ὁ πεζὸς 
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13 (dev Cd: (Hv PR: 14 συνταράσσουσαι Stein! 3 17 
τεύξας Stob. 98. 62: τάξας idem 73 47.2 διαιρέεαι CPx, Stein! : 
διαέρεαι B || [etvac] 9 3 μεμνώμεθα 5, Eustath. 1]. p. 767: μεμνεώμεθα 
9 ὑπόπλεος R: ὑπόπλεως ASV: ὑπέρπλεος van H. 11 ἐόντων B 
48. 2 τοισίδε : τοῖσιδε Stein: τοῖσδε 


12. τεθνάναι βούλεσθαι μᾶλλον ἣ 
éav: the same imistic sentiment 
is put into the lips of Solon, 1. 81 διέδεξέ 
re ἐν τούτοισι ὁ θεὸς ws ἄμεινον εἴη ἀν- 
θρώπῳ τεθνάναι μᾶλλον ἢ ζώειν. Arta- 
banos of course could not cite the sto 
of Kleobis and Biton as proof of his 
contention. Side by side with the child- 
like and the cheery view of life there 
runs through Greek literature, from 
Homer to Plutarch, the sadder note of 
pessimism, as perhaps through every 
great literature (though ‘prosperity is 
the blessing of the Old Testament,’ 
Ecclesiastes, or even Job, is not exactly 
cheerful reading). Cp. note to 5. 4 
(Hdt. IV.-VI. i. 1555). But the senti- 
ment here is Hellenic rather than Persian 
(Omar Khayyam notwithstanding). 

17. ὁ δὲ γλνκὺν γεύσας τὸν αἰῶνα 


pti Βα: ἐν αὐτῷ εὑρίσκεται ἐών, ‘ while 
ΟἿΣ , after giving us a taste οὗ the 


life that is sweet (or, of the sweetness of 
life), gives it, one finds, with a jealous 
hand. This thoroughly Greek form of 
the doctrine of Divine φθόνος is out of 
place on the lips of a worshipper of 
Ahuramazda. On the doctrine cp. o. 
10 11, 45 ff. supra, and Introduction, § 
11. ἐν αὐτῳ is vague: ‘therein,’ cp. ἐν 
αὐτοῖσι, c. 81. 84 supra. 

47. 3. μηδὲ κακῶν νώμεθα κτλ. 
Xerxes had no exception to take to 
Artabanos’ pessimism, unless that it is 
mal ἃ propos. μεμνώμεθα : Od. 14. 168 
ἄλλα παρὲξ μεμνώμεθα, μηδέ pe τούτων 
Μίμνησκ᾽. The perf. pass. is used as a 
middle; 5. 195 μέμνεο τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων 
(as if from μνάομαι). The word Brorf is 
rare in prose. 


; .Ἵ. 119 οὔτε 
ἐξεπλάγη ἐντός τε ἑωντοῦ γίνεται. 


48. 2. δαιμόνιε ἀνδρῶν, 4. 126. 
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μεμπτὸς κατὰ πλῆθος ἐστὶ καὶ τὸ “Ἑλληνικὸν στράτευμα 
φαίνεται πολλαπλήσιον ἔσεσθαι τοῦ ἡμετέρου, ἣ τὸ ναυτικὸν ς 
τὸ ἡμέτερον λείψεσθαι τοῦ ἐκείνων, ἢ καὶ συναμφότερα ταῦτα; 
εἰ γάρ τοι ταύτῃ φαίνεται ἐνδεέστερα εἶναι τὰ ἡμέτερα 
πρήγματα, στρατοῦ ἂν ἄλλον τις τὴν ταχίστην adyepow 
ποιέοιτο. ,ΟΥ ὃ δ᾽ ἀμείβετο λέγων “ὦ βασιλεῦ, οὔτε στρατὸν 49 
τοῦτον, ὅστις γε σύνεσιν ἔχει, μέμφοιτ᾽ ἂν οὔτε τῶν νεῶν τὸ 
πλῆθος: ἤν τε πλεῦνας συλλέξῃς, τὰ δύο τοι τὰ λέγω πολλῷ 
ἔτι πολεμιώτερα γίνεται. τὰ δὲ δύο ταῦτα ἐστὶ γῇ τε καὶ 
θάλασσα. οὔτε γὰρ τῆς θαλάσσης ἐστὶ λιμὴν τοσοῦτος οὐδα- ς 
μόθι, ὡς ἐγὼ εἰκάξω, ὅστις ἐγειρομένου χειμῶνος δεξάμενός σευ 
τοῦτο τὸ ναυτικὸν φερέγγυος ἔσται διασῶσαι τὰς νέας. καίτοι 
οὐκὶ ἕνα αὐτὸν δεῖ εἶναι [τὸν λιμένα], ἀλλὰ «πολλοὺς» παρὰ 
πᾶσαν τὴν ἤπειρον παρ᾽ ἣν δὴ κομίζεαι. οὔκων δὴ ἐόντων 
10 


Tot λιμένων ὑποδεξίων, μάθε ὅτι at συμφοραὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων 


4 κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος CP appr. van H. 


9 ποιοῖτο codd., Holder 
2 ἔχοι β, Holder, van H. 
coni. Stein? 
Tournier 


6. ovva , ‘both at once.’ 
Three alternatives are put : (1) the Greek 
land army outnumbers the Persian ; (2) 
the king’s fleet outnumbered by the 
ior (3) both these conditions realized 
together. 

8. τὴν ταχίστην, not with dyepow 
but adverbially (sc. ὁδόν) ; cp. c. 162. 
Notwithstanding the expressed condition 
εἰ φαίνεται κτλ., the apodosis στρατοῦ 
av . . ποιέοιτο comes very near to the 
optativus potentialis, dubitativus, ‘‘ used 
to denote something as what is conceiv- 
able, and, under certain circumstances 
(sic), could and might easily occur, or 
to which some person might be inclined,” 
Madvig, Greek Syntax, § 136. 

49. 1. οὔτε... or ἂν. . τὸ 
πλῆθος. Artabanos does, however, 
delicately hint that the army is too 
large and the ships too numerous. 

4. γῆ re καὶ oa. The formula 
is good but its development disappoint- 
ing: ‘the further you go the harder it 

ill be to find food, and there are no 
harbours.’ In the sequel the many 
advantages the Greeks enjoyed in their 
land and waters for purposes of defensive 
warfare are illustrated and set forth, 
more or less consciously, by the historian. 


8 dyepow τὴν ταχίστην B 


49. 1 στρατοῦ rovrov? Stein®, van H. 

8 τὸν λιμένα del Krueger, Stein? || πολλοὺς 

9 δὴ κομίζεται Cd: δεῖ κομίσαι B || ἐόντων : ἐουσέων 
10 λιμένων del. idem || ὑποδεξίμων 1 Valckenaer 


Perhaps Artabanos says as much as he 
could say, being a stranger to Greece ; 
but his bare remarks would have applied 
equally well to Skythia. If they are 
not introduced in the story of the 
Skythian campaign it is sag because 
they had mera αὶ done duty lee that 
story being ὍΓ later composition than 
this ; op. 4. 83. 
7. a more strongly coloured 
word than ἱκανός or δυνατός, cp. 5. 30. 
10. ὑποδεξίων, ὑποδέχεσθαι δυναμένων, 
a curious word, ἅπαξ Δ. Valckenaer 
proposed to read ὑποδεξίμων, but Stein 
ints out that the word is guaranteed 
y Photius and Suidas, and compares 
ἀσπάσιος, ἐπόψιος, θαυμάσιος, καθάρσιος, 
ῥύσιος, φύξιος, ἀκέσιος, taking ὑποδέξιος 
from ὑπόδεξι. The ambiguity of this 
word is, of course, enhan by the 
alternatives, δεξιός, δέχομαι (δέξομαι), 
δείκνυμι (δείξω). 
μάθε, ‘let me remind thee.’ The 
imperative seems a little abrupt, but is 


merely conventional. 
al συμφοραὶ. . τῶν συμφορέων, 
an obvious ‘Gnome.’ Cp. 1. 82 τᾶν 


ἐστι ἄνθρωπος συμφορή, and Sallust, Jug. 
1 ad f. neque regerentur magis quam 
regerent casus. 
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ἄρχουσι καὶ οὐκὶ ὥνθρωποι τῶν συμφορέων. καὶ δὴ τῶν δύο 
τοι τοῦ ἑτέρου εἰρημένου τὸ τερον ἔρχομαι ἐρέων. γῆ [δὲ] 
πολεμίη τῇδέ τοι κατίσταται" εἰ θέλει τοι μηδὲν ἀντίξοον 
καταστῆναι, τοσούτῳ τοι γίνεται πολεμιωτέρη ὅσῳ ἂν προ- 
15 βαίνῃης ἑκαστέρω, τὸ πρόσω αἰεὶ κλεπτόμενος" εὐπρηξίης δὲ 
οὐκ ἔστι ἀνθρώποισι οὐδεμίά πληθώρη. καὶ δή τοι, ὡς 
οὐδενὸς ἐναντιευμένον, λέγω τὴν χώρην πλεῦνα ἐν πλέονι χρόνῳ 
γινομένην λιμὸν τέξεσθαι. ἀνὴρ δὲ οὕτω ἂν εἴη ἄριστος, εἰ 
βουλευόμενος μὲν ἀρρωδέοι, πᾶν ἐπιλεγόμενος πείσεσθαι χρῆμα, 
SOdy δὲ τῷ ἔργῳ θρασὺς εἴη." ἀμείβεται ἘΞέρξης τοισίδε. 
“"AptdBave, οἰκότως μὲν σύ γε τούτων ἕκαστα διαιρέαι" ἀτὰρ 
μήτε πάντα φοβέο μήτε πᾶν ὁμοίως émidéyeo. εἰ γὰρ δὴ 
βούλοιο ἐπὶ τῷ αἰεὶ προσφερομένῳ πρήγματι τὸ πᾶν ὁμοίως 
5 ἐπιλέγεσθαι, ποιήσειας ἂν οὐδαμὰ οὐδέν: κρέσσον δὲ πάντα 


12 δὲ codd., Stein! : δὴ coni. Wesseling et sic S (Gaisf.): γὰρ Schweigh.: 


del. Herold, Stein? 
SV || dvrigoov A: ἀντίζοον BRV 
μένου B 
Gaisf., Stein?: διαιρέεαι Stein! 


50. 1 rowide: τοῖσιδε Stein: τοῖσδε 


13 θέλει ACd: θέλοι B: ἐθέλει ῬΕΣ: ἐθέλοι 


17 ἐναντιου- 


2 διαιρέαι RS, 
4 προσφερομένῳ Stein®: ἐπεσφερο- 


15 5€B: yapa 


μένῳ a, Stein!?: ἐπεισφερομένῳ B, Holder: ἐπιφερομένῳ van H.: nonne 


potius προεσφερομένῳ 4 


12. ἔρχομαι ἐρέων, ‘I am going to say’; 
je vais dire; eo dictum; what may be 
called a material future, enhanced in 
this instance by the futurity inherent 
in épéw itself. 

18. ἀντίξοον, an Ionic word, Hat. 
passim, used by Herakleitos ap. Aristot. 
Eth, N. 8. 1. 6=1155 B® (τὸ ἀντίξουν συμ- 
φέρον). 

15. τὸ πρόσω ἀεὶ κλεπτόμενος, ‘‘ furtim 
proficiscens”’ berger ie “* im; 

semper us’ (Schweighaeuser) ; 
‘Sinactus tu semper ulterius protractus”’ 
(Baehr); ‘‘jeder Fortschritt erschleichend, 
dich wnmer weiter stehlend” (Stein) ; 
‘*indem du das Vorrticken dir immer 
erschleichst” (Abicht); ‘‘as thou pro- 
ceedest further and further, insensibly 
allured onwards” (Rawlinson) ; ‘being 
cheated as you go of [real] advance’ 
(sic: Blakesley); “ever stealing on further 
and further” (Macaulay); ‘“‘going on 
blindfold” (L. ἃ §8.). The versions 
differ according as κλεπτόμενος is taken 
to be passive (Schweighaecuser, Baehr, 
Rawlinson, Blakesley, L ἃ 8.) or middle 
(Wesseling, Stein, Abicht, Macaulay). 
Aristot. Rhet. 8. 7 = 1408 B® has κλέπτεται 


ὁ dxpodrys (‘is cajoled’). Xenoph. An. 5. 
6. 9 ef δὲ καὶ δυνηθεῖτε τά τε ὄρη κλέψαι 
ἣ φθάσαι λαβόντες κτλ.: ib. 4. 6. 11 πολὺ 
οὖν κρεῖττον τοῦ ἐρήμον ὄρους καὶ κλέψαι 
τι πειρᾶσθαι λαθόντας καὶ ἁρπάσαι φθά- 
σαντες͵ εἰ δυναίμεθα μᾶλλον ἣ πρὸς ἰσχυρὰ 
χωρία καὶ ἄνδρας παρεσκενασμένους μάχε- 
σθαι. In the present case xXerr. τ. rp. 
may best be taken = πειρώμενος del 
κλέψαι τι λαθὼν τ. wp. or the last 
two words cp. c. 57 infra. 

18. ἀνὴρ δὲ. . εἴη, another senten- 
tious ‘gnome’; cp. Hamlet 1. iii. 65 ff. 
‘* Beware Of entrance to a quarrel, but 
being in, Bear ’t that th’ opposed may 
beware of thee” (Polonius). 

20. τῷ ἔργῳ, contrasted with λόγος, 
ἔπος, or as here with βούλευμα : cp. 9. 92. 


50. 2. διαιρέαι, as in c. 47 supra. 
ἀτάρ, a rare word in prose, intro- 
duces a marked alternative ; cp. 6. 133, 
answering μέν more emphatically than 
dé. Xerxes repays his uncle in his 
own sententious coin : ‘nothing venture, 
nothing have.’ 
ὃ. εἰ... ἀ 


. Stein cps. 4. 172 
for subjunctive with ed. 
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θαρσέοντα ἥμισυν τῶν δεινῶν πάσχειν μᾶλλον ἢ πᾶν χρῆμα 
προδειμαίΐνοντα μηδαμὰ μηδὲν παθεῖν. εἰ δὲ ἐρίζων πρὸς πᾶν 
τὸ λεγόμενον μὴ τὸ βέβαιον ἀποδέξῃς, σφάλλεσθαι ὀφείλεις 
ἐν αὐτοῖσι ὁμοίως καὶ ὁ ὑπεναντία τούτοισι λέξας. τοῦτο 
μέν νυν ἐπ᾽ ἴσης ἔχει" εἰδέναι δὲ ἄνθρωπον ἐόντα κῶς χρὴ τὸ το 
βέβαιον; δοκέω μὲν οὐδαμῶς. τοῖσι τοίνυν βουλομένοισι 
ποιέειν ὡς τὸ ἐπίπαν φιλέει γίνεσθαι τὰ κέρδεα, τοῖσι δὲ 


ἐπιλεγομένοισί τε πάντα καὶ ὀκνέουσι οὐ μάλα ἐθέλει. ὁρᾷς 
τὰ Περσέων πρήγματα ἐς ὃ δυνάμιος προκεχώρηκε. εἰ τοίνυν 


ἐκεῖνου οἱ πρὸ ἐμεῦ γενόμενοι βασιλέες γνώμῃσι ἐχρέωντο τς 
ὁμοίῃσι καὶ σύ, ἢ μὴ χρεώμενοι γνώμῃσι τοιαύτῃσι ἄλλους 
συμβούλους εἶχον τοιούτους, οὐκ ἄν κοτε εἶδες αὐτὰ ἐς τοῦτο 
προελθόντα" νῦν δὲ κινδύνους ἀναρριπτέοντες ἐς τοῦτο σφέα 
προηγάγοντος μεγάλα γὰρ πρήγματα μεγάλοισι κινδύνοισι 
ἐθέλει καταιρέεσθαι. ἡμεῖς τοίνυν ὁμοιεύμενοι ἐκείνοισι ὥρην 20 
τε τοῦ ἔτεος καλλίστην πορευόμεθα, καὶ καταστρεψάμενοι 
πᾶσαν τὴν Εὐρώπην νοστήσομεν ὀπίσω, οὔτε λιμῷ ἐντυχόντες 
οὐδαμόθι οὔτε ἄλλο ἄχαρι οὐδὲν παθόντες. τοῦτο μὲν γὰρ 
αὐτοὶ πολλὴν φορβὴν φερόμενοι πορευόμεθα, τοῦτο δέ, τῶν ἄν 


κου ἐπιβέωμεν γῆν καὶ ἔθνος, τούτων τὸν σῖτον ἕξομεν" ἐπ᾽ 25 


7 παθεῖν : ποιεῖν Krueger 8 μὴ τὸ β: μήτε a || ἀποδέξῃς Β, 
Stein!8: ἀποδέξεις a, Stein? || ὀφειλήσεις (post ἀποδέξεις) Naber appr. 
van H. 10 κακῶς B 18 σφεαβ: σφεας a 19 προήγαγον 
Krueger 


9. ἐν αὐτοῖσι, ‘thereby’; cp. c. 8 1. 34. 

12. ποιέειν, ‘to be doing . 

16. ὁμοίῃσι Kal: cp. ὁμοίως καί just 
above. 

18. κινδύνους dvappirrdovres: cp. 
Thuc. 4. 85. 4 κίνδυνόν [re] τοσόνδε 
ἀνερρίψαμεν διὰ τῆς ἀλλοτρίας πολλῶν 
ἡμερῶν ὁδὸν ἰόντες κτλ.: ib. 96. 2 παραστῇ 
δὲ μηδενὶ ὑμῶν ὡς ἐν τῇ ἀλλοτρίᾳ οὐ 
προσῆκον τοσόνδε κίνδυνον ἀναρριπτοῦμεν : 
and 6.13. 1 ὑπὲρ τῆς πατρίδος ὡς μέγιστον 
δὴ τῶν πρὶν κίνδυνον ἀναρριπτούσης ἀντι- 
χειροτονεῖν. Thuc. 5. 108. 1 suggests 
the origin of the metaphor: rots δ᾽ és 
ἅπαν τὸ ὑπάρχον ἀναρριπτοῦσι (δάπανος 
γὰρ φύσει) ἅμα τε γιγνώσκεται σφαλέντων 
κτλ, (dice-throwing, gambling : ἀναρρῖψαι 
τὸν περὶ τῆς πατρίδος κύβον Plutarch, 
Brutus 40). ἐρέεσθαι, 

19. . . κατα ι. 
more ‘gnomic’ wisdom. The sense of 
καταιρέεσθαι here is perhaps unusual ; 
‘to be won,’ toes Thue. 1. 121. 4 


ὃ δ᾽ ἐκεῖνοι ἐπιστήμῃ προύχουσι, καθαιρετὸν 
ἡμῖν ἐστὶ μελέτῃ : Eurip. Supp. 749 φόνῳ 
καθαιρεῖσθ᾽ οὐ λόγῳ τ Pl giants 

20. ὥρην. . καλλίστην, from a 
military point of οἶον, Acc. of ‘dura- 
tion’ or ‘date’ passim. 


22. πᾶσαν τὴν Εὐρώπην, a large 
order! Artabanos disap pproved 9 even of 
Hellas,’ c. 47 


the ae to conquer 
supra. e objective of the expedition 
fluctuates passim ; cp. c. 54. 

otre Ap . . οὔτε ἄλλο ἄχαρι. 
in view of the sequel, these words may 
be carted as ‘ironical.’ 

4. φορβήν : cp. cc. 107, 119 tra. 
ia Homer only of fodder, but in Hdt. 
of food for men, 1. 202, 4. 121. 

25. ἐπ᾿ dporfipas . . ἄνδρας : an 
obvious reference, from Xerxes’ point of 
view, to the Skythian expedition ; his 
uncle had used the same fact to enhance 
the dread of attacking Greeks ἄνδρας 
κολλὸν ἀμείνονας ἣ Σκύθας c. 10 supra. 
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51 ἀροτῆρας δὲ καὶ οὐ νομάδας στρατευόμεθα ἄνδρας." 


λέγει 


᾿Αρτάβανος μετὰ ταῦτα “ὦ βασιλεῦ, ἐπείτε ἀρρωδέειν οὐδὲν 
ἐᾷς πρῆγμα, σὺ δέ μευ συμβουλίην ἔνδεξαι" ἀναγκαίως γὰρ 


ὄχει περὶ πολλῶν πρηγμάτων πλεῦνα λόγον ἐκτεῖναι. 


Κῦρος 


᾿ςὁ Καμβύσεω Ἰωνίην πᾶσαν πλὴν ᾿Αθηναίων κατεστρέψατο 


δασμοφόρον εἶναι Πέρσῃσι. 


τούτους ὧν τοὺς ἄνδρας συμ- 


βουλεύω τοι μηδεμιῇ μηχανῇ ἄγειν ἐπὶ τοὺς πατέρας" καὶ 
γὰρ ἄνευ τούτων οἷοί τε εἰμὲν τῶν ἐχθρῶν κατυπέρτεροι 


γίνεσθαι. 


ἢ γὰρ σφέας, ἣν ὅπωνται, δεῖ ἀδικωτάτους γίνεσθαι 


10 καταδουλουμένους τὴν μητρόπολιν, ἢἣ δικαιοτάτους συνελευ- 


θεροῦντας. 


ἀδικώτατοι μέν νυν γινόμενοι οὐδὲν κέρδος μέγα 


ἡμῖν προσβάλλουσι, δικαιότατοι δὲ γινόμενοι οἷοί τε δηλήσασθαι 


δ1. 5 ᾿Αθηνέων post Vall. corr. Schaefer approb. Holder, van H. 
12 προβάλλουσι a || [γινόμενοι] ἢ van H. || τὴν σὴν στρατιὴν δηλῆσαι 
ως β 





δῚ. 3. σὺ δέ μεν βουλίην ἔνδεξαι, 
‘do thou withal accept (this) advice of me.’ 


The δέ in apodosi, especially remarkable 
here as (a) the subject is the same as 
that of the erated (δ) the phrase is 
imperative. e construction, rare in 
Attic prose, is very common in Hdt. 
Sitzler (in 2.) formulates the rule: “Hdt. 
uses the pronouns of the first and second 
person, and for the third person 6 and 
οὗτος in conjunction with δέ at the open- 
ing of the apodosis (Nachsatz), after a 
temporal, conditional, or relative protasis 
(Vordersatz), in order to emphasize an 
idea of the protasis (sic: Vordersatz) ; 
only, however, in cases where the δέ in 
apodosit repeats a δέ in the protasis 
epanaleptically, or (as in this place) an 
opposition of ideas (ein begrifflicher 

gensatz) is present.”” Stein (note to 1. 
112) ag op the rule more happily : 
‘*Like Homer, Hdt. is apt after condi- 
tional, temporal, and relative protaseis 
(Vordersaétze) to impart an emphasis to 
the apodosis, and to contrast it with 
the protasis, even in cases of an impera- 
tive, by putting its subject forward with 
δέ even when both sentences have the 
same subject.’ A cognate idiom obtains 
when Hdt., in antithetical sentences 
introduced by μέν and δέ, in order to 
emphasize further the contrast, intro- 
duces the pronoun or grammatical 
subject of the second clause, even where 
there is no change of subject, or where 


the contrast does not lie between the 
subjects of the two sentences. Cp. Stein, 
1. 17 note. 

4. KOpos ὁ KapBtoew, no doubt ‘son 
of Kambyses.’ Cp. c. 11 supra. 

5. ᾿Ιωνίην πᾶσαν πλὴν ᾿Αθηναίων. 
‘Tonia’ here is an ethnical not a geo- 
graphical term: cp. 1. 146 τοῖσι ᾿Ιωνίης 
μέτα οὐδὲ τοῦ οὐνόματος ovdéy. Artabanos 
betrays a degree of research into Hellenic 
ethnology perhaps remarkable and un- 
dramatic for a Persian: cp. c. 9 supra. 
The remainder of his speech certainly 
smells pure Attic. The Kyreian conquest 
of Ionia (effected by deputy) is described 
1. 161 ff., to which passage a reference 
here would be, of course, dramatically 
impossible; hence no argument a silentio 
can be drawn as to the order of composi- 
tion. With «x. dae, εἶναι cp. 1. 6 
κατεστρέψατο és φόρου ἀπαγωγήν. 

7. τοὺς πατέρας... ητρόπολιν. 
Artabanos anticipa i i ep als of 
Themistocles, 8. 22 infra, an ight 
have learnt his political philosophy 
from the loyal Phoenicians, 3. 19 (vice 
versa). It is hardly conceivable that 
any Persian should have admitted the 
qe ’ of the Ionians in joining the 

reeks ; but it is, of course, more than 
possible that the loyalty of his Greek 
subjects was not above suspicion, and was 
suspected by Xerxes or his councillors ; 
cp. 8. 90. 
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μεγάλως THY σὴν στρατιὴν γίνονται. 
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ἐς θυμὸν ὧν βάλευ καὶ 


τὸ παλαιὸν ἔπος ὡς εὖ εἴρηται, τὸ μὴ ἅμα ἀρχῇ πᾶν τέλος 


καταφαίνεσθαι." 


ἀμείβεται πρὸς ταῦτα Ξέρξης “’ApraBave, 52 


τῶν ἀπεφήναο γνωμέων σφάλλεαι κατὰ ταύτην δὴ μάλιστα, 
ὃς Ἴωνας φοβέαι μὴ μεταβάλωσι, τῶν ἔχομεν γνῶμα μέγιστον, 
τῷ σύ τε μάρτυς γίνεαι καὶ of συστρατευσάμενοι Δαρείῳ 
ἄλλοι ἐπὶ Σκύθας, ὅτι ἐπὶ τούτοισι ἡ πᾶσα Περσικὴ στρατιὴ ς 
ἐγένετο διαφθεῖραι καὶ περιποιῆσαι, of δὲ δικαιοσύνην καὶ 


πιστότητα ἐνέδεξαν, ἄχαρι δὲ οὐδέν. 


πάρεξ δὲ τούτου, ἐν τῇ 


ἡμετέρῃ καταλιπόντας τέκνα καὶ γυναῖκας καὶ χρήματα οὐδ᾽ 


ἐπιλέγεσθας χρὴ νεώτερόν τι ποιήσειν. 


οὕτω μηδὲ τοῦτο 


13 dv βάλευ Ceorr. Bd: dv βαλεῦ AP: dv βασιλεῦ Blz: ὦ βασιλεῦ 


Cpr. B: ὦν βάλλεο van H. 
καὶ @: fortasse καὶ πρὸς Stein? 
Reiske: τῶν codd., Stein! 2 


14 παντελῶς B 


52. 1 πρὸς B: 
3 φοβέεαι Pz, Stein! 4 τῷ 


6 καὶ: ἢ Naber appr. van H. 7 


evedefav Stein®: ἐνέδωκαν codd, Stein!?: ἐνεδέξαντο van H. 


18. ἐξ θυμὸν B., cp. 1. 84: here of the 
intelligence, not as in c. 160 ¢ 

14. τὸ παλαιὸν bros. Hdt. has a 
penchant for ἔπη εὖ εἰρημένα, ἔπεα 
wrepoéyra. Artabanos concludes his 
appeal with the notorious Solonian bon- 
mot, in a variant. 1. 32 gives it: 
σκοπέειν δὲ χρὴ παντὸς χρήματος τὴν 
τελευτήν, Ky ἀποβήσεται. Aristotle, Eth. 
ἮΝ. 1. 10, 1=1100 a! has it in the 
Delphic form: τέλος ὁρᾶν. This is not 
the first instance in which Artabanos 
derives his philosophy from Solonian 
wells: cp. c. 16 supra. It may be 
doubted whether Hdt. would have com- 
mitted himself to such doublettes, or 
made Artabanos plagiarize Solon, had 
Book 1 been in existence when Book 7 
was being composed. But granted that 
Bovk 1 was of later composition, it 
was natural that the historian should 
render to Solon what a ie to Solon, 


when he got the chance. Cp. Introduc- 
tion, § 7. 
52. 3. σι, ‘‘umschwenken, 


abfallen” (Stein); ‘‘anderer Meinung 
werden” (Abicht). The question is 
whether the word indicates the material 
act or the mental antecedent. The 
active (used intransitively) certainly 
refers to a material act, as in 1. 65 
μετέβαλον δὲ ὧδε ἐς εὐνομίην, and 
absolutely c. 170 infra: μεταβαλόντας 
ἀντὶ μὲν Kpnrav γενέσθαι ᾿ἸΙηπύγας 
Μεσσαπίους ἀντὶ δὲ εἶναι νησιώτας ἠπειρώ- 
τας. 8. 22 illustrates this passage fully: 


ἵνα ἣ λαθόντα τὰ γράμματα βασιλέα "Ἴωνας 
ποιήσῃ μεταβαλεῖν καὶ γενέσθαι πρὸς 
ἑωυτῶν ἥ κτλ. ΟΡ. (8. 109), 9. 6. The 
middle μετεβάλλοντό (τε καὶ ἀπαλλάσ- 
σοντο), ὅ. 75, may be taken in a strictly 
physical sense: ‘wheeled them round 
and marched off,’ or (with L. & S.) 
‘changed their minds.’ 

τῶν, relative, attracted ; cp. c. 8 
1.17. The word is twice repeated, as a 
relative, just below, rather inelegantly. 
ὅς -- διότι σύ... 

γνῶμα, ‘token’; not common. 
Soph. Trach. 598. The faithful loyalty 
of the Ionians in the Skythic ax pedition 
is adduced by Xerxes as a precedent ; 
but (a) an invasion of ‘Skythia’ was 
one thing, an invasion of Hellas another ; 
(δ) Artabanos had already discredited, 
or heavily discounted, this argument, 
c. 10 supra. Hdt. could not have 
made Xerxes refer to the story in Bk. 
4, but it is curious that he should 
represent him as ignoring the story of 
Histiaios as told by Artabanos above. 
Is that part of the additions to 
the first draft of this Book ? 

δ. ἄλλοι, ‘ besides you.’ ἐπὶ τούτοισι, 
cp. ἐπ᾽ ἀνδρί γε ἑνί, c. 10 1. 35 supra. 

6. καί, ‘and’=‘or’: a discretive con- 
junction. 

7. πάρεξ δὲ τούτου : the second argu- 
ment for the loyalty of the Ionians, that 
the Persians had their families and pro- 
perties as security, is more convincing. 
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10 poBéo, ἀλλὰ θυμὸν ἔχων ἀγαθὸν σῷζε οἶκόν τε τὸν ἐμὸν καὶ 
τυραννίδα τὴν ἐμήν" σοὶ γὰρ ἐγὼ μούνῳ ἐκ πάντων σκῆπτρα 


τὰ ἐμὰ ἐπιτράπω." 


Ταῦτα εἴπας καὶ ᾿Αρτάβανον ἀποστείλας ἐς Σοῦσα δεύτερα 
μετεπέμψατο ἘΞέρξης Περσέων τοὺς δοκιμωτάτους" ἐπεὶ δέ οἱ 


παρῆσαν, ἔλεγέ ode τάδε. 


ὦ Πέρσαι, τῶνδ᾽ ἐγὼ ὑμέων 


χρηΐξων συνέλεξα, ἄνδρας τε γενέσθαι ἀγαθοὺς καὶ μὴ καται- 
ς σχύνειν τὰ πρόσθε ἐργασμένα Πέρσῃσι, ἐόντα μεγάλα τε καὶ 
πολλοῦ ἄξια, ἀλλ᾽ εἷς τε ἕκαστος καὶ οἱ σύμπαντες προθυμίην 


ὄχωμεν" ξυνὸν γὰρ πᾶσι τοῦτο ἀγαθὸν σπεύδεται. 
εἵνεκα προαγορεύω ἀντέχεσθαι τοῦ πολέμου ἐντεταμένως" 


τῶνδε δὲ 


φ 


ως 


γὰρ ἐγὼ πυνθάνομαι, ἐπ᾽ ἄνδρας στρατευόμεθα ἀγαθούς, τῶν 
ἦν κρατήσωμεν, οὐ μή τις ἡμῖν ἄλλος στρατὸς ἀντιστῇ κοτε 


ἀνθρώπων. 


Πέρσας λελόγχασι.᾽" 


10 ἔχε ἀγαθόν α 
588. 1 ἀπολύσας B 
β, van H. 
évreraypevus R: ἐντετασμένως SV 
van H. 


10. οἶκον" vvGa° σκῆπτρα. 
Artabanos no doubt was Major-domo 
and Viceroy during the king's absence ; 
cp. c. 2 supra. This fact may help to 
account for his person being used by 
Hdt. to represent the stay-at-homes, 
and oppor to the war (though he 

ains by it personally). τυραννίς is 

ardly appropriate in the king’s own 


mouth; σκῆπτρα (pl.) is tical : cp. 
Aesch. Pr. 761, Soph. 0.C. 425. The 


whole interview suggests a theatrical 
scene, and may be taken as illustrating 
the influence of the stage upon Hdt. 

63. 1. δεύτερα, ‘next.’ 
δοκιμωτάτους, - c. 8 supra. There is 
an anecdote of Xerxes at Abydos related, 
ς. 147 infra, in which ol rdpedpo: figure. 

overs ιν ἡμέ Χρητον, σὺν €a 
(ὑμέα:) : χρηΐζεν takes here a double 
genitive, like δέεσθαι. 

7. ἔχωμεν : the use of the first person 
is tactful, and altogether Xerxes comes 
out well in this speech, or ‘General 
Order,’ which comprises an appeal to his 
lords and officers to be good men and 
true, worthy of their ancestors, in view 
of a common object and a common good, 
and concludes with a compliment to the 
enemy, and a call to divine worship. 


11 ἐκ πάντων om. B 
2 ἐπείτε vel ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἢ van H. 
7 ἔχομεν B || σπευδέτω a || τῶνδε δὴ 1 Stein? 8 


νῦν δὲ διαβαίνωμεν ἐπευξάμενοι τοῖσι θεοῖσι οἵ 


12 ἐπιτρέπω a 
4 γίνεσθαι 


12 περσίδα γῆν Bz, Holder, 


Xerxes here shows himself brave, cour- 
teous, pious, not immodest, not insolent, 
not egotistic. Hdt. is generously in- 


consistent ; ᾽ν Introduction, § 11. 


8. évr the participial adverb ; 
ep. 8. 128. 

10. of μὴ. . ἀντιστῇ, the double 
negative with the subjunctive=a future 
with strong negation: Madvig, Syntaz, 


§ 124, R. 3. Xerxes is made to pay the 
Greeks a high compliment incidentally ; 
but he does not affect to despise his 
enemy. (CP ἄνδρας. . ἀνθρώπων.) 

11. νῦν γωμεν μενοι 
τοῖσι θεοῖσι of Πέρσας λελόγχασι, 
‘but now, before crossing, let us make 
supplication to the gods, who have us 
Persians in their charge.’ There is no 
monotheism here (nor were the Persians 
of that age monotheists), nor even quite 
‘Katheno-theism’ or ‘ Heno-theism’ 
(to use F. Max Miiller’s term, Hibbert 
Lectures, 1878, 260). ‘‘It is question- 
able whether the Persians had the notion 
ascribed to them in this place of a special 
superintendence of different countries 
<nations?> by distinct deities” (Rawlin- 
son). The verb no doubt implies a. 
whilome partition ; and the idea is un- 
doubtedly Greek ; so Homeric Poseidon 


52-54 


Ταύτην μὲν τὴν ἡμέρην παρεσκευάζοντο ἐς τὴν διάβασιν" δά 
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τῇ δὲ ὑστεραίῃ ἀνέμενον τὸν ἥλιον ἐθέλοντες ἰδέσθαι ἀνίσχοντα, 
θυμιήματά τε παντοῖα ἐπὶ τῶν γεφυρέων καταγίξοντες καὶ 


pupolyyot στορνύντες τὴν ὁδόν. 


ὡς δ᾽ ἐπανέτελλε ὁ ἥλιος, 


σπένδων ἐκ χρυσέης φιάλης ἘΞέρξης ἐς τὴν θάλασσαν εὔχετο ς 
πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον μηδεμίαν οἱ συντυχίην τοιαύτην γενέσθαι, ἧ 
μὲν παύσει καταστρέψασθαι τὴν Εὐρώπην πρότερον ἢ ἐπὶ 


τέρμασι τοῖσι ἐκείνης γένηται. 


δ4. 1 παρεσκενάζετο a 
ἰδέσθαι susp. Krueger 


describes the triple division of the uni- 
verse between Zeus, Hades, and himself : 
Zl, 15. 187 ff. τριχθὰ δὲ πάντα δέδασται, 
ἕκαστος 8’ ἔμμορε τιμῆς κτλ., the division 
here, however, holds not of nations, but 
of natural realms—Sky, Sea, and Under- 
world, Earth being common property. 
But the struggle of Poseidon and Athene 
wept τῆς χώρης was the fundamental 
myth of Athens (cp. 8. 55), and the 
localization of deities was everywhere 
in order in Hellas (cp. Thuc. 2. 74. 2 
θεοὶ ὅσοι γῆν τὴν Πλαταιίδα ἔχετε), and 
local titles among the commonest. The 
tribal and the national godsare thoroughly 
Hellenic institutions (cp. 1. 148, 144, 
147, 148, 5. 49, etc.). 

It is hardly reasonable to deny similar 
institutions and ideas to the other 
peoples and nations of antiquity ; rather 
may it be said that the appropriation 
of gods to the nations, and of the nations 
to gods, is characteristic of antiquit 
(4. 59, 79, 94 οὐδένα ἄλλον θεὸν ape 
fovres εἶναι εἰ μὴ τὸν σφέτερον, 5. 7, etc.). 
In the time οὗ Hdt. this exclusiveness 
had been breaking down for a long time, 
and Greeks tended to identify their own 
deities with the gods of the surround- 
ue nations, while foreign potentates and 
others, from policy or from prety, re- 
cognised and worshipped Greek deities. 
These phenomena were parts of the 
development of monotheism, a process 
the consummation of which was then 
still in a remote future; while, con- 
versely, the essence of polytheism is 
involved in the local and tribal appro- 
priation of deities (deity). The Persians 
were apparently quite ready to recognize 
the gods of the nations (Kyros in Babylon, 
Kambyses in Egypt, Dareios and Xerxes ; 
cp. c. 43 supra), but they still bad their 
own especial gods (1. 131, 3. 76), and 


2 ἐθέλοντες secl. van H.: 
8 γενέσθαι 1 van H. || ryv<re> idem coni. 


εὐξάμενος δὲ ἐσέβαλε τὴν 


ἐθέλοντες 


even the ruling house, or horde, its 
special patron deities (3. 65, 5. 106). 

e supposed iconoclastic monotheism 
of the Behistun Inscription is refuted, 
not merely by other Achaimenid in- 
scriptions, but by the very context of 
Behistun. ἐπῶν iad ers: 

δά. 1. ταύτην ν ἡμέρην. uc 
more than a day adit αν passed since 
the arrival at Abydos, c. 44 supra; the 
expression is little more than a device 
to emphasize the morrow. 

2. ἀνέμενον : they must have been 
early astir to await the sunrise. The 
importance of the sun and the sunrise 
for the Persians (cp. 3. 84-87, the acces- 
sion legend of Dareios) seems to square 
very ill with the mantic principle laid 
down by the Magi, c. 37 supra. 

6. πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον, ‘with his face 
towards the sun,’ facing the sun; an 
orientalism which, as Canon Blakesle 
observes, has passed into Christian ritual, 
probably as a direct bequest of sun- 
worship ; see his interesting note 174 
ad 1. (Sitzler takes εὔχεσθαι πρός to- 
gether: not so well). θυμιή παντοῖα 
would also have been used in Hellenic 
worship; Stein cps. Aristoph, W 
860 ff., but the σπονδαί of Xerxes would 
have been Haoma, not wine; so 1. 182 
οὐ σπονδῇ χρέωνται (Stein). On spread- 
ing ‘myrtle’ in the road cp. 8 99 and 
S. Matt. xxi. 8. 

7. παύσει καταστρέψασθαι: “παύειν 
with infin. -Ξ κωλύειν with mid. and pass. 
Hdt. (like the Attic writers) uses parti- 
ciple” (Sitzler). Cp. 5. 67. 

8. , with negative οὐ πρότερον 
(πρὶν) 4. Hdt. uses the subjunctive 
without ἄν (e.g. 9. 86, 87, 98) ; as there 
is here no negative γενέσθαι would be 
correct, but is diverted in order to avoid 
clashing with καταστρέψασθαι (Stein) 


76 


φιάλην ἐς τὸν 


HPOAOTOY 


"EAA We Kal j " 
το Περσικὸν ξίφος, τὸν ἀκινάκην καλέουσι. ταῦτα οὐκ 


vil 


κρητῆρα καὶ 


ἀτρεκέως διακρῖναι οὔτε εἰ τῷ ἡλίῳ ἀνατιθεὶς κατῆκε ἐς τὸ 
πέλαγος, οὔτε εἰ μετεμέλησέ οἱ τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον μαστιγώ. 


55 σαντιὶ καὶ ἀντὶ τούτων τὴν θάλασσαν ἐδωρέετο. 


bi ἐκωυποίειο, διέβαινον κατὰ μὲν τὴν ὁτέρην τῶν ᾿ψυφυμίων 


10 τὸ 5: nonne ee . καλέουσι tollendum ¢ 


Diy, with yerdota: ἢ ἰὼν 

says _ agape ae 

οἱ συντυχίην — is 

tive which affects γένηται 
led in παύσει As Xerxes 
0 Feeone’ te ἐπὶ 


Ῥμασι is here 
given as the objective of the dition ; : 
τά ong “ye ‘ Europe ἊΣ ee 
graphy, or later geography, but a more 
conventional (and Persian) Europe. 
Cp. note to c. 50 

10. Tlepowxdv  t6bos τὸν ἀκ 
καλέουσι, taken for a ‘scimitar’ (Krumme 


Sdbel) in O. Schrader, Reallexikon d.— 


indog. Altert. (1901), p. 761, but 
Υ cp. my note to 4, et and 
Rawlinson’s here ; nor is the etymo 
of the word attempted by Schrader. ee The 
‘Persian ξίφοτ᾽ is not, however, a long 
— irae teaigls 3. 78). Pollux, 
1. 138, gives a description (ξιφίδιόν τι τῷ 
) quite in eaaec. 
with the monumental re 
61 . The 
πρίων ἵ is here explained, μλῦ then 
naturally taken as understood in 8. 120 
9. 80, and equally so in 8, 118, 128, and 
4. 62—an observation which supports 
the hypothesis that Bks. 7-9 are the 
earliest composition of Hdt. Op. Introd, 
88 7-8, heres vedbe Crit. 
ἕως Bax 


οὐκ ἔχω ar ρῖναι. 
What Hat cannot decide is whether the 


gold cup, the Persian akinakes, and the 


gold bowl were offerings to the Sun or 


ΟΝ tothe Sea. The very similar 


of Alexander at the mouth of 
to propitiate 


lus were distinct] 


cell pean Arrian Anab, . 19. 5 ἐνταῦθα. 


τῷ Ποσειδῶνι ἀφῆκεν 


ταύρους τε σφάξας 

ἐς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ σπεῖσας ἐπὶ τῇ θυσίᾳ 
τήν τε φιάλην, χρυσῆν οὖσαν, καὶ κρατῆρας 
χρυσοῦς ἐνέβαλλεν ἐξ τὸν πόντον χαρι- 
στήρια, εὐχόμενος σῶόν οἱ παραπέμψαι τὸν 
στρατὸν τὸν ναυτικὸν κτὰ,, but there was 
a long voyage then in view. Alexander 
had, however, apparently offered similar 


pris reverses 
Sardes to Abydos, 
items of the marc 


c, 40 supra, The 
sting column which 
succeed ought to be identifiable with the 
items in the column as it left es in 
ec. 40, 41, and are so identifiable, with 
one rather important exception: a body 


. ten thousand Persian horse, which in 
41 follows the ten thousand πες 
Panta infantry (the Immortals), has 
here disappeared, and must | 
discovered among οἱ ἱππόται, or under 
ὁ ἄλλος στρατός, or boldly inserted 
immediately after of μύριοι Πέρσαι which 
head the marching column, These 
μύριοι must be the ten thousand Persian 
infantry, which in c. 41 follow after the 
, but are here sent forward (perhaps 
attended by a myriad of Persian cavalry, 
as in c. 41, here omitted). The next 
item here (ὁ σύμμικτος στρατὸς παντοίων 
ἐθνέων) corresponds plainly to the σύμ- 
puxros στρατὸς παντοίων ἐθνέων ¢ 
διακεκριμένοι, which co mee headed 
the column from Sa 40) and 
arrived first at huydeectukeas because 
that was their rendezvous, and they 
never went to Sardes at all. If ten 
thousand Persian infantry, ten thousand 
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αὐτοῦ] ἐν ἑπτὰ ἡμέρῃσι καὶ ἐν ἑπτὰ εὐφρόνῃσι, ἔλινύσας 
οὐδένα χρόνον. ἐνθαῦτα λέγεται, Ἐέρξεω ἤδη διαβεβηκότος 
ς τὸν “Ἑλλήσποντον, ἄνδρα εἰπεῖν “Ελλησπόντιον “ὦ Zed, τί 
δὴ ἀνδρὶ εἰδόμενος Πέρσῃ καὶ οὔνομα ἀντὶ Διὸς Ἐέρξην θέμενος 
ἀνάστατον τὴν Ἑλλάδα θέλεις ποιῆσαι, ἄγων πάντας ἀνθρώ- 
πους; καὶ γὰρ ἄνευ τούτων ἐξῆν τοι ποιέειν ταῦτα." 

57 Ὡς δὲ διέβησαν πάντες, ἐς ὁδὸν ὁρμημένοισι τέρας σφι 
ἐφάνη μέγα, τὸ Ἐέρξης ἐν οὐδενὶ λόγῳ ἐποιήσατο καίπερ 
εὐσύμβλητον ἐόν: ἵππος γὰρ ἔτεκε λαγόν. εὐσύμβλητον ὧν 
τῇδε τοῦτο ἐγένετο, ὅτι ἔμελλε μὲν ἐλᾶν στρατιὴν ἐπὶ τὴν 

ς Ἑλλάδα Ξέρξης ἀγαυρότατά τε καὶ μεγαλοπρεπέστατα, ὀπίσω 
δὲ περὶ ἑωυτοῦ τρέχων ἥξειν ἐς τὸν αὐτὸν χῶρον, ἐγένετο 


VIL 


δὲ καὶ ἕτερον αὐτῷ τέρας ἐόντι ἐν Σάρδισι" ἡμίονος γὰρ 
ἔτεκε ἡμίονον διξὰ ἔχουσαν αἰδοῖα, τὰ μὲν ἔρσενος τὰ δὲ 


κατύπερθε δὲ ἣν τὰ τοῦ ἔρσενος. 


θηλέης " τῶν ἀμφοτέρων 


9 ἑπτά <Te> ἡμέρῃσι van Η. 5 τὸν ᾿λλήσ ovrey secl. van H. 
57. 4 τοῦτο om. 8, Holder, van H. 5 yavporara Cobet || τε καὶ 
Naber, van H., Stein®: καὶ 8 ἔχοντα ἢ van H. 


little sos 
ies 


recks of the contradictions 
quences in his various 
he does not really know (or 

aa anal whether Xerxes crossed last, 
or midst, or, as this implies, 


same sense (easy of interpretation) | » Cp. 
συμβάλλω IIT. 2 L. & 8. 

5, d@yavpérara, a noticeable word 
Ξε γαῦρος with a- euphon. (L. & 8.) or 
rather intens. (Stein): from the ες 


among the first; nor whether the cross- 
ing took two days, or ‘‘seven days and 
alte nights without pause " | 

3. ἐλινύσας : 8. 71 lyre. 

4. λέγεται... εἰπεῖν : the con- 
struction (acc. w. infin.) lays stress on 
what was said rather than on the man 
who said it (Abicht). ἄνδρα has a point 
against ἀνθρώπους following. The Helles- 
pontine bon-mot is adopted seriously by 
the Delphic oracle, c. 220 infra (cp. the 
case 4, 144), but ‘explicitly refuted by 
the laconic apophthegm, c. 203 infra 
(οὐ γὰρ θεὸν εἶναι τὸν ἐπιόντα ἐπὶ τὴν 
Ελλάδα ἀλλ᾽ ἄνθρωπον). 

δΊ. 1. τέρας. 

a physical impossibili 
obvious fiction, and Xerxes stands ac- 
ay a of neglecting the divine warning. 


is not clear how far Hdt, designed a 
contrast between this anecdote and the 


one immediately preceding; but he 

see ly s this as the more 

authentic of the two (λέγεται swpra). 
2. ἐν οὐδενὶ A. ἐποιήσατο, ὁ. 14 


“arn 
a pea ‘Aischyl. Prom. 
5 who uses εὐσύμβολος in the 


πολλάκις ἀγῶνας ὃ 


: asthe thing is 
the story is an 


either in statement or in in 
the arrangement described by 
περθε δὲ ἣν τὰ τοῦ ἔρσενοε) is not easy to 


ὙαΡ or -yav-; cp. L.& 8. sub v. yaiw. The 
verb γαυριᾶν is used of a horse prancing, 
Xenoph. de re Eg. 10. 16; ἀγαυρός of 
a bull bellowing, Hesiod, "Theog. 882 ; 
γαῦρος in Attic, but rarely if ever in a 
sense. 

περὶ ἑωυτοῦ τρέχων, like the hare, 
sage vag th his life: the metaphor more 
explicitly put 8. 102 infra: πολλοὺς 
ac περὶ σφέων 


αὐτῶν οἱ “Ἕλληνες, and 8. 74, 140, 9. 87. 


és τὸν αὐτὸν χῶρον, ‘to the place 
from which he had set out’ (not merely 
the place where the portent occurred ἢ) 


But ought not the portent to have oc- 


curred, like the next reported, at Sardes ? 


ἡ. ἕτερον. . τέρας, not quite τ clear 
tion : - 
dt. tard. 


visualise ; and though the portent might 
indicate the inferiority of t he weaker, 
who was to decide beforehand which side 
that was! Cp. 8. 186, where Mardonios 
still expected κατύπερϑέ οἱ τὰ πρήγματα 
ἔσεσθαι τῶν “Ἑλληνικῶν, This portent, 
too, looks like a an ex event. 
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59 λίμνην παρεξιών, ἐς ὃ ἀπίκετο ἐς Δορίσκον. 


ὁ δὲ Δορίσκος 


ἐστὶ τῆς Θρηίκης αὐγιαλός τε καὶ πεδίον μέγα, διὰ δὲ αὐτοῦ 
ῥέει ποταμὸς μέγας “EBpos: ἐν τῷ τεῖχός τε ἐδέδμητο βασι- 
λήιον τοῦτο τὸ δὴ Aoploxos κέκληται, καὶ Ἰ]ερσέων φρουρὴ 
ςἐν αὐτῷ κατεστήκεε ὑπὸ Δαρείου ἐξ ἐκείνου τοῦ χρόνου ἐπείτε 
ἐπὶ Σκύθας eotpateveto. ἔδοξε ὧν τῷ ἘΞέρξῃ ὁ χῶρος εἶναι 
ἐπιτήδεος ἐνδιατάξαι τε καὶ ἐξαριθμῆσαι τὸν στρατόν, καὶ 


ἐποίεε ταῦτα. 


14 λιμένα! Baehr 


59. 4 τὸ om a 


Tas μὲν δὴ νέας τὰς πάσας ἀπικομένας ἐς 


7 ἐξαριθμῆσαι: 


ἀναριθμῆσαι R: ἐναριθμῆσαι SV, Holder, van H. 


57. 4. At this time it was probably occu- 
pied by a Persian garrison (Blakesley), 
aud ahervards was a not unimportant 
stronghold in the Athenian Empire, pay- 
ing a high tribute, 12 T., previous to the 
thirty years’ truce (afterwards reduced), 
and a good centre for recruiting (Thuc. 
4. 28.4). In 200 Bo. it was captured by 
Philip of Macedon: “ Maroneam quidem 
primo impetu expugnavit ; Aenum inde 
cum no labore, postremo per pro- 
ditionem Callimedis, praefecti Ptolemaei, 
cepit ; sara alia castella, Cypeela et 
Doriscon et Serrheum occupat,” Livy 


81. 16. 

Στεντορίδα λίμνην : Pliny 4. 11. 
18 speaks of a eo Stentoris ; hence 
Baehr’s conjecture; cp. Appar. Crit. 
Stentor, Jitad 5. 785, a Thracian accord- 

ing to the Scholiast. 
59. 1. ὁ δὲ Δορίσκος ἐστί κτλ. De- 
scription Y Doriskos : a plain on the sea 
coast, and in a narrower sense, a fort, 
(τεῖχος, castellum, passim ; cp. Livy 31. 
16). In view of the assertion here made, 
that Doriskos had been garrisoned by 
Dareios ἐξ ἐκείνου τοῦ χρόνον ἐπείτε ἐπὶ 
Σκύθας ἐστρατεύετο, it is remarkable that 
nothing is said of the event in Bk. 4. 
Seeing that Dareios entered Thrace by 
the Bosporos, Stein infers that Dareios 
isoned Doriskos on the return march 
(when he recrossed at the Hellespont). 
But had Dareios in person anything to 
say to it? Doriskos may have been 
occupied by Megabazos, in connexion 
with the first conquest of Thrace ; though 
even this modification is hardly con- 
sistent with the notice of Doriskos, 5. 
98, as the place where the fugitive 
Paionians were landed by the Lesbians 
after the outbreak of the Ionian revolt. 
Doriskos is not altogether a suitable 
landing-place for the Paionians on that 


occasion (cp. my note to 5. 98); but in 
any case it can hardly have remained 
in the hands of the Persians throughout 
the Ionian revolt, but may have been 
one of the places ocoupied, or recovered, 
by Mardonios in 492 B.c., though nothing 
is said of that in 6. 48-47. Only at 
that date, perhaps, was the spot definitely 
garrisoned by the Persians. Mardonios 
would know it well. The bearing of this 
upon the problem of composition 
is important. It is prima facie older 
than 5. 98 (where the site of Doriskos 
is taken for granted), and it is easier to 
explain the record here and the silence 
in Bk. 4 upen the hypothesis that 
this is the earlier passage, in composition, 
than vice versa. Cp. Introduction, § 7. 

2. διὰ δὲ αὐτοῦ... “ : through 
the plain, not through the town, which 
was not astride the river but on the 
west side opposite Ainos. The Hebros 
(Martiza) was and is the principal river 
of Thrace. 

6. ὧν : not so much on account of the 
fortifications, as because it was a large 
plain on the sea shore. 

8. ἐποίεε ταῦτα : a more superfluous 
and senseless proceeding could hardly 
be conceived upon the supposition that 
the whole land-arm accompanied 
the king from Sardes, and the whole 
fleet had been present in the Hellespont. 
Nor could the army have really advanced 
so far without order or organization (as a 
σύμμικτος στρατὸς παντοίων ἐθνέων ἀναμίξ, 
οὐ διακεκριμένοι ο. 40). The numbering, 
review and reorganization of the forces 
at Doriskos, involving, as it does, a 
desperate delay (contradicted, however, 
by the traditional chronology of the 
nee fe march, cp. 8. 51 γα), can 
hardly have any historical justification 
except upon the hypothesis that a con- 


δ9--60 
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Δορίσκον οἱ ναύαρχοι κελεύσαντος ἘΞέρξεω ἐς τὸν αἰγιαλὸν 
τὸν προσεχέα Δορίσκῳ ἐκόμισαν, ἐν τῷ Σάλη τε Σαμοθρηικίη το 
πεπόλισται πόλις καὶ Ζώνη, τελευτᾷ δὲ αὐτοῦ Σέρρειον ἄκρη 


ὀνομαστή. 


ὁ δὲ χῶρος οὗτος τὸ παλαιὸν ἣν Κικόνων. ἐς 


τοῦτον τὸν αἰγιαλὸν κατασχόντες τὰς νέας ἀνέψυχον ἀνελκύ- 


σαντες. 
ἀριθμὸν ἐποιέετο. 


ὃ δὲ ἐν τῷ Δορίσκῳ τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον τῆς στρατιῆς 
ὅσον μέν νυν ἕκαστοι παρεῖχον πλῆθος ἐς 60 


ἀριθμόν, οὐκ ἔχω εἰπεῖν τὸ ἀτρεκές" οὐ γὰρ λέγεται πρὸς 
οὐδαμῶν ἀνθρώπων: σύμπαντος δὲ τοῦ στρατοῦ τοῦ πεζοῦ 


10 ἐκομίσαντο B 
12 ἦν om. β 


11 τελευτᾷ Stein!: τελευταία || δὲ έρρειον BI 
60. 1 παρείχοντο πλήθεος ἢ van H.: πλῆθος és a: 


πλήθεος B, Holder: πλῆθος, ἐς ἀριθμὸν οὐκ ἔχω Schweighaeuser 


siderable portion of the terrestrial and 
maritime forces had Doriskos as rendez- 
vous in the first instance (cp. Diodor. 
11. 8. 6). It is impossible to take the 
whole fleet of Xerxes into the Helles- 
pont: it is unnecessary to take the 
whole army across the bridge : (were the 
missing ten thousand Persian cavalry 
shipped direct to Doriskos? cp. c. 54). 
If, however, Doriskos was the first place 
at which the entire forces for the in- 
vasion of Hellas were concentrated, then 
A review, an organization, becomes 
both natural and necessary. Mardonios, 
among others, might have devised this 
plan: perhaps he only joined the king 
ut Doriskos. 

10. Σάλη: a Samothracian fenced 
‘city,’ but without a history: the name 
recurs in Pliny and Mela. The Samo- 
thracians had several such places on the 
mainland. Cp. c. 108 infra. 

11. Ζώνη: of more frequent occur- 
rence in the texts: e.g. πόλις Κικόνων. 
Ἑκαταῖος Εὐρώπῃ, Steph. B., a gloss 
suggesting the source, at least in part, 
of Hdt.’s Thracian geography. 

τελευτᾷ δὲ αὐτοῦ vov ἄκρη 
ὀνομαστή. Cp. 2. 82 μέχρι Σολόεντος 
ἄκρης, f} τελευτᾷ τῆς Λιβύης, a passage 
which justifies the construction, and the 
emendation (cp. App. Crit.). But is 
the promontory here the sea-limit, or 
is it the western frontier? The latter 
ives a better sense: (the two coincide 
in the other case). Serrbeion coupled 
with Doriskos by Demosth. Paw. 3. 15, 
as a τεῖχος, cp. ps.-Demosth. Phsl. 4. 8, 
and altogether more celebrated than 
Sale or Zone: ὀνομαστή in the Orpheus 
legend, for example, though not actually 
named in that connexion in extant 
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literature (Verg. G. 4. 520 is the nearest 
reference). 

12. Κικόνων : cc. 108, 110 infra. 

18. κατασχεῖν : 6. 101. 

τὰς νέας ἀνέψυχον ἀνελκύσαντες : 

as though the vessels had been some 
time in the water: for the operation op. 
Xenoph. Hell, 1. 5. 10. 


15. ἀριθμὸν ἐποιέετο : cp. ἐποίεε ταῦτα 
l. supra. Wide by the middle voice here 


puts the agency one step further off. 

60. 1. ἕκαστοι, ‘each set, nation’; on 
this force of the plural cp. c. 1 1. 7. 

2. οὐκ ἔχω εἰπεῖν τὸ ἀτρεκές: a 
candid, if damning admission, for only 
by the addition of the items could any 
trustworthy total have been consum- 
mated. The added justification: οὐ 
λέγεται πρὸς οὐδαμῶν ἀνθρώπων is sti 
more damning, for it betrays the fact 
that for his figures, and inferentially 
for his method of arriving at (a) the 
totals of the forces, (ὁ) the descriptions 
of the several contingents, or items, 
Hat. has not had the official army-lists 
of Xerxes to fall back upon, or any 
similar documents, but has compiled 
the army-list, and perhaps the navy- 
list to boot, on a priori principles, or 
data: or taken them over at second 
hand. 

8. οὐδαμῶν : οὐδαμός (-- οὐδὲ duds ‘not 
even one’ L. & S.), a stronger form than 
οὐδείς, frequent in Hdt. but only in the 
pe (οὐδαμῇ adverbial), and twice at 
east (4. 114, 6. 108) in the feminine. 

τοῦ στρατοῦ τοῦ πεζοῦ here plainly 
excludes the cavalry, in Hdt.’s con- 
ception, the numbers of which are given 
subsequently, as a separate figure. Cp. 
contr. c. 26. 


G 
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τὸ πλῆθος ἐφάνη ἑβδομήκοντα καὶ ἑκατὸν μυριάδες. 


VII 


éEnpid- 


ςμησαν δὲ τόνδε τὸν τρόπον’ συνήγαγόν te és ἕνα χῶρον 


5 συνήγαγόν τε ΑΒ: ξυνηγάγοντο C: συναγαγόντες B, Holder, van H.: 


ἐξηγάγοντο ἃ 


4. ἐξηρίθμησαν δὲ τόνδε τὸν sean 
‘The suameration was accomplished by 
the following method.’ Ten thousand 
human beings were squeezed into one 
spot as tightly as possible: a line was 
shel drawn round them, and they were 
allowed to disperse: a wall, some 3-4 
tt. high was then built all round upon 
the line: the enclosure, or sheep-fold, 
thus constructed, was then filled and 
emptied, by successive batches of fight- 
ing-men, one hundred and seventy times: 
this was the means by which it was 
ascertained that the Infantry in the 
army amounted to 1,700,000 (or 10,000 


x 170). 
This story is incredible, and even 
absurd, for the following reasons :— 


(i.) The method of numbering as 
described would have taken a very long 
time; weeks or months would have 
elapsed before 1,700,000 men could have 
been marched up, passed through the 
enclosure, and marched away again. 
Hdt. deals with myriads of men as if 
they were handfuls, and ignores condi- 
tions of time and s 

(ii.) The numbers of the cavalry 
(80,000) are afterwards given c. 87. 
How were these numbers ascertained, 
for they are not included by Hdt. in 
the 170 myriads ? 

(iii.) The numbers of the Persian forces 
are already known, and have been stated 
twice, both for infantry and cavalry, 
cc. 40, 54f.: yet the infantry is here 
included in the 170 myriads, and sub- 
jected to the process of enumeration 
described ! ; 

(iv.) The process described is not 
merely on the face of it childish but 
was doubtless superfluous: the numbers 
of each contingent were no doubt 
nominally and approximately known to 
the captains, divisional officers, and 
commanders: reports furnished by them 
would have supplied data for a computa- 
tion. 

(v.) Elsewhere Hdt. gives the sum 
total of large Persian armies, notably 
4. 87 (forces of Dareios in the Skythic 
campaign), without any explanation of 
how the figures had been ascertained in 
the first instance. 


(vi.) The credibility of Hdt.’s account 
here is not enhan by the fact that 
the worthless Curtius (8. 2. 2) makes 
‘Dareus’ (Codomannus) employ a similar 
device for ascertaining the number of 
his host. Whatever the exaggerations 
of the Sach-kritik, or ‘real’ criticism, 
there are cases where its verdict is final, 
and this is one of them; the historian 
or critic who maintains the litera] credi- 
bility of this Herodotean absurdity is 
past praying for. Nor will any reduc- 
tion of the save the method of 
numbering as described: the smaller 
the sum the less need for such clumsy 
methods: moreover the 170 must be 
regarded as the most certain item in 
the story. An origin and a rationale 
the story must, of course, have had, 
however difficult to discover. The 
figures 100, 1000, 10,000 were doubtless 
real units of organization in the land 
forces of the great king: if Doriskos 
was the rendezvous of a great part of 
the forces, and the first place where 
the whole army and navy were con- 
centrated, it is probable enough that 
there was some need for organization 
or reorganization here: for one thing, 
the three army corps, the three march- 
ing columns were doubtless here formed : 
for another, it is possible that at 
Doriskos Persian commanders (ἄρχοντες) 
were introduced throughout the whole 
array, and the grouping of various 
contingents under these ἄρχοντες carried 
τ effect. See further, Appendix I). 

One important inference remains to 
be drawn from this passage, and the 
army-list which follows, as compared 
with the data for the army of Dareios 
as described in 4. 87, in relation to the 
problem of composition. Considering 
the materials which Hdt. had at his 
disposal for a description of the Host 
of Dareios, the sfelai, the picture of 
Mandrokles, and so on, is it likely that 
he would have forgone the opportunity 
there presented for a pictorial description 
of the Persian forces, unless either this 
whole passage had been, so to speak, 
already in type, or unless he had a 
very clear plan and intention to do for 
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μυριάδα ἀνθρώπων, καὶ συννάξαντες ταύτην ὡς μάλιστα εἶχον 
περιέγραψαν ἔξωθεν κύκλον: περυγράψαντες δὲ καὶ ἀπέντες 
τοὺς μυρίους αἱμασιὴν περιέβαλον κατὰ τὸν κύκλον, ὕψος 


ἀνήκουσαν ἀνδρὶ ἐς τὸν ὀμφαλόν" 


ταύτην δὲ ποιήσαντες 


ἄλλους ἐσεβίβαξον ἐς τὸ περιοικοδομημένον, μέχρι οὗ πάντας το 


τούτῳ τῷ τρόπῳ ἐξηρίθμησαν. 


διέτασσον. 


Οἱ δὲ στρατευόμενοι οἵδε ἦσαν, Πέρσαι μὲν ὧδε ἐσκευα- 61 


ἀριθμήσαντες δὲ κατὰ ἔθνεα 


σμένοι" περὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι εἶχον τιάρας καλεομένους 


6 συννάξαντες Reiske: συνάξαντες ABRSV (=aB): ξυνάψαντες Ca: 


συνάψαντες Pz 7 ἔσωθεν « 
delenda? cp. 8. 120 τιήρῃ 


Xerxes what he would not do for Dareios? 
The latter alternative is improbable. 
The occurrence of this passage in Bk. 
7 must be reckoned to the proofs, 
none of which by itself is conclusive 
but the cumulative effect of which is 
very heavy, of the earlier composition 
of this section of Hdt.’s work. Cp. 
Introduction, § 8. 

6. yres: cp. καταγνάσσειν 6. 
36 supra: but the reading is doubtful : 
cp. App. Crit. 

ταύτην, 80. τὴν μυριάδα. 

7. pte a ν ἔξωθεν κύκλον" - 
γράψαντες δέ: as easily as Perdikkas the 
circle of the sun 8. 187 infra: περιγράφει 
τῇ μαχαίρῃ és τὸ ἔδαφος τοῦ οἴκον τὸν 
ἥλιον, περιγράψας δέ κτλ. 

8. ἦν, a low wall of loose 
stones, such as the garden-walls in 
Ionia, the haunt of the lizard 2. 69, the 
low wall round the precinct of Demeter 
at Paros 6. 184 (cp. 2. 188): in Thue. 
4. 43. 3 a low wall of loose stones. 
Abicht is not far wrong in saying αἱμασίη 
is in all places to be understood of a 
stone-enclosure, as Hdt. 1. 180 αἱμασίη 
πλίνθων ὁπτέων rae as much by the 
express mention of the bricks in that case. 

11. κατὰ ἔθνεα, the national divisions 
remained visible in the reorganization 
κατὰ τέλεα. 

ARMY-List 61-80 (88). “The de- 
scription of Hdt. does not show any t 
correspondence with the Persepolitan 
representations,” Rawlinson iv. 65 n. 
The spears are not short but long; the 
bows are not long but short; coats (sic) 
of scale armour are nowhere found ; there 
is no shield corresponding to the γέρρον. 
But the ‘coat’ is a cuirass, worn under 


61. 2 τιάρας καλεομένους fortasse 


the tunic, and therefore invisible; the 
must be authentic, and if the 
monuments do not show it, so much the 
worse for them; the (at Susa, at 
Persepolis) parade the @ ite, not 
the common infantry, and ‘long,’ ‘ short,’ 
are in any case relative and indeter- 
minate. Cp. Perrot and Chipiez, History 
of Artin Persia, E.T. 420-5. 
61. 1. Πῴρσαι μέν, answered by Μῆδοι 
δέ in α. 62. 
ὧδε ἐσκενασμένοι : there follows a 
description of the Persian, or rather 
Median, dress and equipments, which 
had once been such a fearsome sight for 
Greek eyes (6. 112), more fully and 
systematically (head, body, legs) de- 
scribed here than in 5. 49: a difference 
which is at least consistent with the 
earlier composition of this 
2. τιάρας καλεομένους wayéas. 
The first two words look rather like a 
loss: xupBaclas is the word in 6. 49, 
ut τὸν τιάραν occurs 1. 132, πίλους 
τιάρας 3. 12, and τιήρῃ χρυσοπάστῳ 8. 
120 infra. τιάρα, τιάρας (rejpys), ap- 
parently a Persian (Median?) word for 
a Persizn (Median) thing, but can 
hardly have been a ‘turban’ (L. ἃ 8. 
sub v. πῖλος) as we understand the word. 
πῖλος is ‘felt’ in name and nature. ἀ- 
παγής (πήγνυμι) ‘not fixed, not stiffened,’ 
i.e. ‘soft,’ or perhaps ‘hanging,’ in 
contrast to xupBacla ἐς ὀξὺ ἀπηγμέναι 
ὀρθαὶ πεπηγυῖαι co. 64 infra, the king 
alone wearing the point of his Fe 
upright, Xen. Anab. 2. 5. 23; Arrian, 
Anab. 3. 25. 3 (ἤγγελλον) Βῆσσον τήν re 
τιάραν ὀρθὴν ἔχειν καὶ τὴν Περσικὴν 
στολὴν φοροῦντα ᾿Αρταξέρξην τε καλεῖσθαι 
ἀντὶ Βήσσον καὶ βασιλέα φάσκειν εἶναι 
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πίλους ἀπαγέας, περὶ δὲ τὸ σῶμα 


Vit 


κιθῶνας χειριδωτοὺς 


ποικίλους, . . . λεπίδος σιδηρέης ὄψιν ἰχθυοειδέος, περὶ δὲ τὰ 
ς σκέλεα ἀναξυρίδας, ἀντὶ δὲ ἀσπίδων γέρρα: ὑπὸ δὲ φαρε- 
τρεῶνες ἐκρέμαντο' αἰχμὰς δὲ βραχέας εἶχον, τόξα δὲ μεγάλα, 
ὀιστοὺς δὲ καλαμίνους, πρὸς δὲ ἐγχειρίδια παρὰ τὸν δεξιὸν 


μηρὸν παραιωρεύμενα ἐκ τῆς ζώνης. 
᾿Αμήστριος πατέρα 


᾿ 
TOV 


Ὀτάνεα 


καὶ ἄρχοντα παρεΐχοντο 
τῆς ᾿Ξέρξεω γυναικός, 


10 ἐκαλέοντο δὲ πάλαι ὑπὸ μὲν Ἑλλήνων Κηφῆνες, ὑπὸ μέντοι 


8 evrnyéas? Larcher || 


κιθῶνας 3: χειτῶνας C: χιτῶνας ceteri 


4 καὶ θώρηκας ins. Biel (cp. Wesseling): ὧν ὑπεράνω ἐφόρεον θώρηκας ἀπὸ 
Reiske: ὑπὸ δὲ θώρηκας πεποιημένους Stein || ἰχθνοειδέας de Pauw 9 


ὀτάνην τὸν ἀμάστριος B 


τῆς ᾿Ασίας. Cp. the mosaic in Naples 
Museum of the so-called ‘ Battle of Issus’ 
(Baumeister, Denkmaeler, ii. 878, Tafel 
xxi.). 

8. κιθῶνας χειριδωτοὺς ποικ 
‘ embroidered panies with sleeves’ just 
such as represented on the frieze from 
Susa, now in the Louvre. 

4, Some words must have fallen out 
from the description which follows: cp. 
App. Crit. In 9. 22 infra Masistios wears 
ters θώρηκα χρύσεον λεπιδωτόν and over 
that κιθῶνα φοινίκεον. (In 2. 68 the 
crocodile is λεπιδωτός.) 

5. ἀναξνρίδαΒ. The Median ‘trews’ 
(cp. 5. 49), Baehr states (note to 1. 70), 
were wider, ampler, those worn by 
Skyths and other nomads of tighter 
make, and the Persians (he adds) pre- 
ferred the latter. They were wide 
enough above to have pockets apparently ; 
cp. 8. 87 rip χεῖρα κρύψας ἐν τῇσι dva- 
ξυρίσι. 

ἀντὶ δὲ geek i 17 the word 
γέρρα is freely used by Hat. (throughout 
Bk. 9, as here) without explanation. 
The ‘wickers,’ ‘hurdles,’ or ‘basket- 
work’ shields were in fact familiar to 
Greeks ; and the word was current in 
Athens (at least in the time of Demo- 
athenes) for hurdles used in the market- 
place ; cp. the celebrated description de 
Cor. 169. (L. ἃ 8. appear to regard 
the word as pure Greek, connecting it 
with efpw. ) 

ὑπὸ δέ. Blakesley thinks the 
quiver (φαρετρεών = φαρέτρη) was hung 
to the interior of the shield itself; Stein 
that as the γέρρον was carried slung at 
the back it generally covered the quiver. 


This view is borne out by the Susan 
frieze (Maspero iii. 516). 

6. αἰχμὰς xéas, Pree for 
throwing ἢ e spears of the Guard (as 
represented J.c.) are somewhat higher 
than the bearers (7. 6), but they perhaps 
were not meant to rown away ; 
the bow and arrow was doubtless the 
characteristic weapon of the bulk of the 
ee further Asia. Cp. Appendix 

7. ἐγχειρίδια, the before- mentioned 
περσικὸν ξίφος τὸν ἀκινάκην καλέονσι c. 
54 su o eer aie ee weapons 
on the left side ( rom ht 
shoulder: so on reliefs, ote. ) me 

8. an uncommon 
word, perhaps from Hdt.’s source. The 
simple verb occurs c. 92 infra, 8. 100. 

9. "Ordvea τὸν ᾿Αμήστριος πατέρα. 
It is curious that no tober ta is 
given; cp. c. 40 supra; but from the 
fact that his daughter is principal wife 
of the king, it may be argued that he is 
identical with Otanes son of Pharnaspes, 
one of the Seven, 8. 68-72. Ktesias 
Pers. 20 gives the name of the father 
of ‘ Amistris’ as ined eer Of this lady 
such things are related oc. 114 infra 
and 9. 108-112 as place her in no very 
amiable light. She was the mother of 
Artaxerxes, Ktes. Pers. 20. Ktesias 
relates other brutality of her, 88 42, 48, 
and her death κάρτα γραῦς γενομένη. Cp. 


c. 114 be 

10. Κηφῆνες : Strabo 42 οἱ δὲ πλάτ- 
τοντες ᾿Ερεμβοὺς ἴδιόν τι ἔθνος Αἰθιοπικὸν 
καὶ ἄλλο Κηφήνων καὶ τρίτον Πυγμαίων 
καὶ ἄλλα μυρία ἧττον ἂν πιστεύοιντο, πρὸς 
τῷ μὴ ἀξιοπίστῳ καὶ σύγχνσίν τινα ἐμφαί- 
νοντες τοῦ μυθικοῦ καὶ ἱστορικοῦ σχήματος. 
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σφέων αὐτῶν καὶ τῶν περιοίκων ᾿Αρταῖοι. 
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ἐπεὶ δὲ Περσεὺς 


ὁ Δανάης τε καὶ Διὸς ἀπίκετο παρὰ Κηφέα τὸν Βήλου καὶ 
ἔσχε αὐτοῦ τὴν θυγατέρα ᾿Ανδρομέδην, γίνεται αὐτῷ παῖς τῷ 
οὔνομα ἔθετο ἸΠέρσην, τοῦτον δὲ αὐτοῦ καταλείπει" ἐτύγχανε 


γὰρ ἄπαις ἐὼν ὁ Κηφεὺς ἔρσενος γόνου. 
Μῆδοι δὲ τὴν αὐτὴν ταύτην ἐσταλμένοι 62 


ἐπωνυμίην ἔσχον. 


ἐπὶ τούτον δὴ τὴν τς 


ἐστρατεύοντο: Μηδικὴ γὰρ αὕτη ἡ oxevn ἐστι καὶ οὐ Περσική. 
οἱ δὲ Μῆδοι ἄρχοντα μὲν παρείχοντο Τυγράνην ἄνδρα ’Ayai- 
μενίδην, ἐκαλέοντο δὲ πάλαι πρὸς πάντων “Apso, ἀπικομένης 


16 δὴ Stein: δὲ 


62. 3 ἄνδρα om. B 





The ‘Kephenes’ are here not in very 
good pone . Andromeda is the 
aughter o Kepheus (c. 150 infra), and 
the ‘Kephenes’ are no doubt (as with 
Ovid, Metamorph. 5. 1, 97) the followers 
of Kepheus (or Kepheus is eponym of 
the Kephenes, irregularly, for why not 
Kepheioi, or Kephen!). Further items 
in the mythical pedigree are set forth 
c. 150 infra, 6. 58, 54 (cp. my notes 
ad il.) and 1. 7. The pedigree here 
assumed does not, however, expressly 
contradict that in 1. 7 (as Stein suggests) 
but rather that in 6. 53. Rawlinson 
can discern ‘‘no ray of truth in the 
fables respecting Perseus”; Blakesley 
observes that Hat. is here drawing “not 
from Persian but from Greek sources” 
(Hekataios? cp. Introduction, § 10). 
Stein well explains all Hdt. means as 
being that the Kephenes known to old 
Greek story are to be identified with the 
pers now known as Persians. Kepheus, 

owever, certainly does not represent 
‘ Assyria’ (Ninos) any more than Baby- 
lonia (Belos): but why not the primitive, 
pre-Phoenician inhabitants of Canaan ? 
(or Elam?) Steph. B. sub v. ᾿Ιόπη has 
ol Ἕλληνες κακῶς φασιν" ἀφ᾽ οὗ Κηφῆνες 
οἱ Αἰθίοπες (i.e. ‘eastern Aethiopians’): 
again, sub v. Χαλδαῖοι" of πρότερον Kn- 
φῆνες. The authority for this was 
Hellanikos, in the first Book of his 
Persica, who thus differed from Hat. on 
the point. 

11. ᾿Αρταῖοι has a genuine ring about 
it, from its obvious connexion with arta 
—which appears in many Persian names: 
Artaios itself as a proper name cc. 22 
supra, 66, 117 infra, and in the Ktesian 
list of Median kings (cp. Gilmore, Ktesias, 
Ῥ. 92). The most valuable gloss on the 
name is in Steph. Byz. ’Aprata: Περσικὴ 
χώρα, Thy ἐπόλισε Περσεύς (sic), ὁ Περσέως 


καὶ ᾿Ανδρομέδας: ᾿Ἑλλάνικος ἐν Περσικῶν 
πρώτῃ. οἱ οἰκοῦντες ᾿Αρταῖοι. ᾿Αρταίους 
δὲ Πέρσαι ὥστερ οἱ Ἕλληνες τοὺς παλαιοὺς 
ἀνθρώπους ἥρωας καλοῦσι, κτλ This 
article shows a source common to Hdt. 
and Hellanikos. Rawlinson’s ‘most 
probable account” of the word, con- 
necting it with Afarts, ‘“‘which is not 
an Arian name at all,” seems far-fetched. 
Ed. Meyer (ap. Pauly-Wissowa ii. 1303) 
sees in it a distortion of the ‘ Arian’ 
name itself. 

18. ἔσχε, ‘had to wife.’ 

αὐτοῦ, ‘on the spot’: but where 
was it? The Perseus-Andromeda myth 
laid the scene in Phoenicia (Steph. B. 
sub v. ᾿Ιόπη)ὴ, or perhaps in Babylon 
(Hellanikos?). The vagueness here is 
necessary, Hdt. not having courage to 
lay the scene actually in Persia. 

63. 1. Μῆδοι δέ answers Πέρσαι μέν, 
6. 61. 

2. Μηδικὴ γάρ: cp. 6. 112. 

8. Teper ἄνδρα ᾿Αχαιμενίδην : son 
of Artabanos, 8. 26 infra, commanded 
and fell at Mykale, 9. 96, 102. 

4. "Apu: the title not of ‘Medes’ 
alone, but of all the Aryan, or Iranian 
conquering stocks; so Strabo 724 ἐπεκ- 
relvera: τοὔνομα τῆς ᾿Αριανῆς μέχρι μέρους 
τινὸς καὶ Περσῶν καὶ Μήδων καὶ ἔτι τῶν 
πρὸς ἄρκτον Βακτρίων καὶ Σογδιανῶν. 
Sanskr. drya, old Persian ariya. Dareios, 
on his tomb at Naksh-i-Rustam, describes 
himself as “ Achaimenid, Persian, son of 
a Persian, Arian, of Arian seed,” so Stein: 
only the first three designations appear 
in H. F. Talbot’s translation, Records of 
the Past, v. 151. It seems a paradox to 
say that the title has nothing to do with 
“Ape, c. 66 infra, q.v. 

ἀπικομένης δὲ (ns κτλ. : the 
story is given more fully in Pausanias, 
2. 8, 8; the connexion of Medeia with 
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A a 
τὸν Βαβυλῶνος ὕστερον τούτων ἐπιτροπεύσαντα. 
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᾿Ασσύριοι 68 


δὲ στρατευόμενοι περὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι εἶχον χάλκεά τε 


κράνεα καὶ πεπλεγμένα τρόπον τινὰ βάρβαρον 


᾽ ᾽ 
οὐκ €EU- 


απήγητον, ἀσπίδας δὲ καὶ αἰχμὰς καὶ ἐγχειρίδια παραπλήσια 
τῇσι Αὐγυπτίῃσι <payaipnos> εἶχον, πρὸς δὲ ῥόπαλα ξύλων 9 


τετυλωμένα σιδήρῳ, καὶ λινέους θώρηκας. 


οὗτοι δὲ ὑπὸ μὲν 


Ἑλλήνων καλέονται Σύριοι, ὑπὸ δὲ τῶν βαρβάρων ᾿Ασσύριοι 


63. 3 κράνεα om. a 


5 τοῖσι αἰγνπτίοισι 2, unus Parisinus (2933), 


van H.: τῆσι αἰγυπτίοισι d: <paxaipyot> Stein || εἶχον del. Dobree appr. 


van H. 


of Babylon, a great man; did he pre- 
cede, or succeed, Tritantaichmes? Cp. 
6. 82 infra. 

11. Hdt.’s τούτων is rather in- 
definite; the ταῦτα might refer to the 
Hyrkanian command, or more vaguely 
to the Persian war; the length of the 
interval is not specified, nor whether 
his promotion was connected with his 
services in the war. 

63. 1. ᾿Ασσύριοι: under this term 
Hdt. may here intend to include (a) 
Assyrians properly so called, (5) Baby- 
lonians, and dwellers in Mesopotamia 
generally, (c) Syrians (Aramaeans) pro- 
perly so called, as none of these peoples 
1s separately accounted for in the list. 
His use of ᾿Ασσυρίη, ᾿Ασσύριοι in Bks. 
1-3 (e.g. 3. 92 ἀπὸ Βαβυλῶνος δὲ καὶ τῆς 
λοιπῆς ᾿Ασσυρίης) will justify (a), (δ), 
and the remark here below (c). 

2. orparevépevot, i.e. militiae; for 
domi they were μιτρηφόροι, 1. 195. 

χάλκεά τε κράνεα καὶ πεπλεγμένα, 
apparently two distinct kinds of rs 
thie latter kind perhaps of leather. 
Assyrian helmets are of various types 
(Rawlinson’s illustrations ad /. present 
five). Hdt.’s confession of inability to 
describe their outlandish (βάρβαρον) form 
is curious; he has not seen them, and 
cannot understand his ‘source.’ Had 
Hit. been in Babylon before writing 
this passage it would hardly have been 
thus obscure; had he ever been in 
Babylonia he might have revised it. 
The obscurity has its bearing upon the 
roblems of Hdt.’s Travels, Sources, 
Ganipoaition : cp. next note. 

4. παραπλήσια τῇσι Αἰγνπτίῃσι is 
somewhat of ἃ crux. Are shield, spear, 
and dagger (poignard) all in the Egyptian 
style? or δὰ ἃ the poignard ? hat 
word is to supplied with Αἰγ. 
Probably the Egyptian type applies to 


7 ἐκαλέοντο B, Holder ‘ fortasse neutrum genuinum’ van H. 


all three weapons; on the latter point 
cp. App. Crit. Hdt. will hardly have 
been in Egypt before writing in this 
manner ; cp. c. 89 infra, and next note 
but one. i 

5. ξύλων σ᾽ 
‘wooden clubs studded with iron knobs’ 
sound barbarous indeed, but something 
of the kind had been known, perhaps, 
even in Athens (cp. 1. 59); cp. c. 69 
infra. The genitive ξύλων, especially in 
the plural, is observable; cp. 1. 59, 2. 
68 ξύλων κορύνας ἔχοντες κτλ. followed 
immediately by ἔχοντες Edda; cp. 4. 180 
μάχονται. . λίθοισί τε καὶ tirhoo. Is 
ξύλων merely a ‘material’ genitive, or 
is each ῥόπαλον, each κορύνη, equivalent 
to one ξύλον ἢ 

6. λινέους xas look ες Γαῤόλθν 
Egyptian, cp. 2. 182, 8. 47, altho 
not described as such here. Has Hat. 
correctly identified the ‘Egyptian’ 
analogies, or elements, in the ‘ Assyrian’ 
armature ? 

. καλέονται Σύριοι. . ᾿Ασσύριοι 
ἐκλήθησαν. The variation in tense 
seems mainly for the ear, rhetorical (to 
avoid a flat repetition), and somewhat 
pointless (‘ descriptive’ present, ‘ narra- 
tive’ aorist, Sitzler). The statement in 
any case involves a considerable in- 
accuracy, though Rawlinson’s assertion 
that “Syrian” and ‘‘ Assyrian” are en- 
tirely different words (Syrian, Tyrian, 
Tsyrian, from Tsur, vy, ἃ rock ; Assyrian, 
from Asshur, 9%) is apparently now 
τ of date i cp. eg re iv. cane 
‘Syria,’ unknown to Hebr., possi 
identical with Babyl. Suri, a Ν 
Euphratean district of uncertain bound- 
aries; but possibly a corruption of 
᾿Ασσύριοι, op. cit. 1. 849. Asshur asa 
land is named from a city, and the city 
from a , Abur ἐδ. e ‘Syrians’ 
called themselves Aram (cp. op. cit. 


64 ἐκλήθησαν. 
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᾿Ὀτάσπης ὁ ᾿Αρταχαίεω. 


VII 


[τούτων δὲ μεταξὺ Χαλδαῖοι.) ἦρχε δὲ σφέων 
Βάκτριοι δὲ περὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι 


ἀγχότατα τῶν Μηδικῶν ἔχοντες ἐστρατεύοντο, τόξα δὲ καλάμινα 


ἐπιχώρια καὶ αἰχμὰς βραχέας. 


Σάκαι δὲ [οἱ Σκύθαι) περὶ μὲν 


ςτῇσι κεφαλῇσι κυρβασίας ἐς ὀξὺ ἀπηγμένας ὀρθὰς εἶχον 


8 τούτων. . Χαλδαῖοι secl. Stein 
᾿Αρταχαίεω Stein: ‘num *Apraxaiw?’ van H. 


van H.: ἔχοντες «τιήρας» Sitzler 


64. 2 ᾿Αρταχαίον codd.: 
3 <Tinpas> ἔχοντες 
4 οἱ Σκύθαι Stein: del. Blakesley 


5 ἀπιγμένας B: ἀνηγμένας Valckenaer appr. van H. 


sub v., recognized in the ΓΑριμοι, Zl, 2. 
788, op. cit. 4845, and the ’EpeuBol, Od. 
4. 84, op. cit. 276). The ‘Assyria’ of 
the Achaimenid inscriptions, though 
distinct from ‘ Babylon,’ seems to corre- 
spond rather to Syria than to Northern 
esopotamia. 
8. τούτων δὲ Χαλδαῖοι has 
very much the air of a gloss, not so 
much because it is inconsistent with 
1. 181 May there might be ‘Chaldaians’ 
and ‘Chaldaians,’ and Hdt. is not 
self-consistent), nor because μεταξύ is 
anomalous, but because there appears 
110 icular ground for special notice 
of the Χαλδαῖοι among all the number 
of ‘Syrians’ and ‘ Assyrians’ here massed 
together. If authentic, the observation 
could hardly have been written after 
1. 181, and thus would support the 
belief in the earlier composition of Bks. 
7-9; the statement, or implication, 
that the Chaldaeans (Kaldu) were a 
nation, or people (not merely a caste 
or priestly order) is, however, correct ; 
cp. Encye. Bibl. i. 720. 
64. 2,° ὁ ᾿Αρταχαίεω : the 
son is not named elsewhere, but the 
father is presumably the Artachaies, son 
of Artaios, who was superintending the 
Athos-canal (c. 22 supra), a man of the 
Achaimenid stock, whose apotheosis Hdt. 
commemorates, c. 117 tnfra. 
pio: the inhabitants of 
a satrapy in the NE. of the Persian 
empire, named from the chief town, 
(τὰ) Βάκτρα (Zaplacwa, Arrian), or river 
(Bdxrpoos). In 8. 98 the Baxrpravol (516) 
appear in the twelfth satrapy. Baktria 
was one of the most important of the 
eastern provinces in the Persian empire 
(cp. 9. 118 infra), its name cropping u 
in the Greek literature of the fift 
century (Aischyl. Persat 806, 318, 732), 
and destined in the time of Alexander 
and his successors to still greater im- 
portance ; according to some traditions 


Baktria was indeed the cradle of the 
Zarathrustrian religion; cp. Maspero, 
Histoire ancienne iii. (1899) 578 ; Toma- 
schek ap. Pauly-Wissowa ii. 2807. 

8. dyxérara: a rather vague neuter 
plural; the reading is not quite cer- 
tain (cp. App. Crit.), but the meaning 
clearly is that the Baktrians wore on 
their heads felt caps, like the Median 


fez. (It was, perhaps, originally Bak- 
trian, and of black conn) ͵ 
τόξα καλάμινα ἐπιχώρια: the 


distinctive weapon, a bow of reed 
(bamboo), perhaps of Indian origin. 
Unless ἐπιχωρίας is to be supplied with 
αἰχμάς, the only difference between 
Median and Baktrian equipment would 
be that the Median bow was not of 
bamboo ; moreover, how could the“ Apros, 
who have Median bows, be in other 
respects like the Baktrians, if the bow is 
the only point of difference between 
Baktrian and Mede? But perhaps to 
question thus, is to take Hdt. too 
seriously. 

4. Σάκαι δὲ οἱ Σκύθαι: the last 
two words look like a gloss. The 
‘Sakai,’ or ‘Skyths’ in this are 
doubtless the tribes, more or leas nomad, 
of the NE. frontier of the empire 
(Jaxartes), or between Oxus and Jaxartes 
(cp. Hdt. IV.-VI. ii. p. 11). Their 
habitat might seem to fall into the 
Europe of Hdt. (op. cid. i. 28), but it 
would be rash to assume that his (perhaps 
later) geographical scheme was present 
to his mind in writing this passage. 
Hdt. is dealing with Asia here. 


δ. κυρβασίας és nce ri ὀρθὰς 
πον πετῶν εἶα ‘Skyths,’ or 


‘Sakai,’ with upright pointed caps, 
have been identified with the (akdé 
tigrakhauda of the Behistun inscription : 
who are these distinct from Cakd Hau- 
mavarga or ᾿Αμύργιοιῖ Hdt. (or his 
authority) has perhaps confounded two 
hordes, or breeds of Saka distinguished 
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πεπηγυίας, ἀναξυρίδας δὲ ἐνεδεδύκεσαν, τόξα δὲ ἐπιχώρια 
καὶ ἐγχειρίδια, πρὸς δὲ καὶ ἀξίνας caydpis εἶχον. τούτους 
δὲ ἐόντας Σκύθας ᾿Αμυργίους Σάκας ἐκάλεον: οἱ γὰρ Πέρσαι 
πάντας τοὺς Σκύθας καλέουσι Σάκας. Βακτρίων δὲ καὶ 
Σακέων ἦρχε Ὕστάσπης ὁ Δαρείον τε καὶ ᾿Ατόσσης τῆς το 
Κύρου. Ἰνδοὶ δὲ εἵματα μὲν ἐνδεδυκότες ἀπὸ ξύλων πεποιη- 65 
μένα, τόξα δὲ καλάμινα εἶχον καὶ ὀιστοὺς καλαμίνους" ἐπὶ 
δὲ σίδηρος ἦν. ἐσταλμένοι μὲν δὴ ἦσαν οὕτω ᾿Ινδοί, προσ- 


ετετάχατο δὲ συστρατευόμενοι Φαρναζάθρῃ τῷ ᾿Αρταβάτεω. 


"Aptos δὲ τόξοισι μὲν ἐσκευασμένοι ἦσαν Μηδικοῖσι, τὰ δὲ 66 


7 ἀξίνας del. Naber appr. van H., Holder || σαγάρις C: σαγάρεις ABPd : 


σαγγάρεις B: καὶ caydpes 2 
ἀπὸ van H.: ξύλον ἢ idem 
σίδηρον a || ἐστάλατο malit van H. 
ἐσκενάδατο malit van H. 


by Dareios. Cp. J. Oppert in Records of 
the Past, ix. 76, also Tomaschek ap. 
Pauly-Wissowa i. 2010 f. 2. 28 δύο ὄρεα 


materially almost ‘ descriptive.’ 

8. ᾿Αμνργίους Σάκας : Steph. B. sud 
v. ᾿Αμύργιον * πέδον (πεδίον ἴ Σακῶν " ‘EX- 
λάνικος Σκύθαις «Σκυθικαῖς > τὸ ἐθνικὸν 
᾿Αμύργιος, ὡς αὐτός φησιν. Cooley (ap. 
Blakesley) identified them with the in- 
habitants of the valley of the ‘‘ Moorg”: 
this is better than von Hammer's ides (ap. 
Baehr) that the ᾿Αμύργιοι were the Turks, 
Τούργιο. J. Oppert, i.c., apparently 
renders Haumavarga, “who drink Haoma 
leaves.” 

οἱ Πῴρσαι πάντας τοὺς Σκύθας 
καλέουσι as. This is an amusing 
instance of Hellenic insolence, and onl 
means that the ‘Skyths’ of the Gree 
are identical with the ‘Saka’ of the 
Persians, a statement undoubtedly 
correct even a point beyond what Hdt. 
intends. Saka was applied to the 
nomad tribes all along the northern 
frontier of the Persian empire, from the 
Danube to the Oxus and Jaxartes, and 
the Greek used ‘Skyth’ with a similar 
extension. Moreover, the two words 
are apparently identical. Cp. my note 
to 4. 6. 4. 


8 evpupyious B 
2 δὲ del Krueger appr. van H. 3 


65. 1 «εἰρίων» 


4 φαρναζάθην a 66. 1 


10. *Y His name and par- 
en are remarkable, and evidence of 
the importance of this command. He 
is the king’s full brother ; cp. c. 2 supra. 

65. 1. ᾿Ινϑοί : the total absence of any 
reference to Bk. 8 is especially ob- 
servable in regard to this most remote of 
peoples, so large a portion of that Bk. 
(cc, 94, 98-105) being given to the 
description of the ‘ Hindu. 

dpara . . ἀπὸ ξύλων πεποιημένα : 
i.e. cotton garments; cp. 3. 47, 106 
(clothes of bark, or βίβλος, will hardly 
do: vide L. & S.). A verb must be 
supplied with ἐνδεδυκότες, or the co- 
Sedination of μέν and δέ breaks down. 
To repeat εἶχον (Sitzler), in advance and 
with a somewhat varied sense, is harsh, 
though c. 91 infra might almost seem 
to justify it. Stein suggests ἐστρατεύοντο 
(cp. c. 67), or ἤινσαν (c. 71), or ἦσαν 
(cc. 69, 89); but why not allow Hdt. 
the trifling anakoluthon tf 

2. ἐπί: adverbially, ‘thereon.’ Hdt. 
might seem to think that the iron arrow- 
head was remarkable. It. occurs in 
Homer, ul. 4. 123. 

4. Φ p ᾿Αρταβάτεω. 
Pharnazathres, son of Artabates, had 
apparently others in his command beside 
the Indians. How many Indians, in- 
deed, ever saw the shores of Greece? 
Neither sire nor son is elsewhere men- 
tioned, but the compounds, Arta and 
Pharna, are frequent in the Persian 
proper names. Cp. Index Nominum. 

66. 1. "Αριοι. It is rather difficult 
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ἄλλα κατά περ Βάκτριοι. 


Ὑδάρνεος. 


᾿Αρίων δὲ ἦρχε Σισάμνης ὁ 
Πάρθοι δὲ καὶ Χοράσμιοι καὶ Σόγδοι τε καὶ Γαν- 


δάριοι καὶ Δαδίκαι τὴν αὐτὴν σκενὴν ἔχοντες τὴν καὶ Βάκτριοι 


5 ἐστρατεύοντο. 


τούτων δὲ ἦρχον οἵδε, Πάρθων μὲν καὶ Χορα- 


σμίων ᾿Αρτάβαζος ὁ Φαρνάκεος, Σόγδων δὲ ᾿Αζάνης ὁ ᾿Αρταίου, 


6 ἀζάνης α: 


to separate these ‘ Arians,’ with their 
Medo-Bactrian equipment, from the 
Arian-Medes of c. 62, and no less from 
the “Apes of 8. 93. ‘Apia, or “Apaa 
(Ariana) was a definite province of the 
eastern portion of the Persian empire, 
named apparently from a river “Apecos 
(Strabo 515, etc., Arrian 4. 6. 6), with 
the later capital Alexandria. It must 
be the inhabitants of this satrapy that 
are here intended. As Stein remarks, 
“Apo is constant in Strabo, “Apeo in 
Arrian. 

2. Σισάμνης ὁ 'Ὑδάρνεος. Of the 
son nothing moro is known. An Hy- 
darnes, son of Hydarnes, figures large'y 
in the record, cp. c. 83 infra, an 
Sisamnes was perhaps his brother. An- 
other Sisamnes is mentioned, 5. 25. 

8. Πάρθοι κτλ. This passage might 
suggest that we have less an army list 
than an ethnological catalogue at the 
base of Hdt.’s numeration. It is even 
like the catalogue of a museum, for its 
‘motive’ is neither (a) the political or- 
ganisation of the empire, nor (δ) the 
military organization of the commands, 
but apparently (c) the morphological 
similarity or differences of equipment. 

‘Parthians, Chorasmians, Sogdians, 
Arians,’ are formed into one νομός in 
3. 98. On the Achaimenid inscription, 
Parthia appears as a distinct province 
(satrapy), and likewise Sogdiana, Chor- 
asmia, and Gandaria, each as separate 
provinces. If Parthians and Chor- 
asmians were united under one command, 
the inference might be that these 
provinces were each weakly represented 
in the army. 

The form Πάρθοι is common to Hdt. 
and Hekataios (Frag. 178, etc.) and 
others. Πάρθιοι was used by Ktesias 
(Pers. 8), Παρθναῖοι in Diod. Sic. (17. 
105. 7 Παρθναία), Strabo (514), Arrian 
Anab, (8.11. 4, etc.). Of all the Iranian 
pers named in this catalogue they 
iad, so to speak, the greatest future 
before them. 

x : located by the geo- 


ἀρτάνης B 


graphers on the Oxus. The name was 
nown to Hekataios: Steph. B. 8. voc. 
Xopaculn’ πόλις (sic) πρὸς Ew Πάρθων. 
Ἑκαταῖος ᾿Ασίας repuryhoe . . . αὐτοὶ δὲ 
Χοράσμιοι ws αὐτός φησι Πάρθων πρὸς 
ἥλιον ἀνίσχοντα Χοράσμιοι οἰκοῦσι. καὶ 
Ἡρόδοτος τρίτῃ κτλ. The Chorasmians 
were ‘pure Arians,’ and followers of the 
‘Zend -religion’ until overwhelmed by 
Huns and Turks (Tomaschek ap. Pauly- 
Wissowa iii. 2407). Alexander made 
friends with them (Arrian, Anab. 4. 
15. 4). 

Sogdiana, between the 
Oxus and Jaxartes, a district well known 
to the geographers of post-Alexandrian 
times (Strabo, Arrian, Pliny). The 
name still lives in that of the province 
‘Soghd.’ Strabo uses the form Σόγᾶδιοι, 
Σογδιανοί (e.g. 517). Several important 
towns exis in Sogdiana when Alex- 
ander visited it. Marakanda=Samar- 
kand, Arrian, Anabd. 8. 80. 6; Gaza and 
six other towns, 4. 2. 2; Kyropolis, 
ibid. ; Nautaka, 8. 28. 9, etc. 
Γανδάριοι. Steph. Byz. sud v. 
Γάνδαραι" ᾿Ινδῶν ἔθνος. ‘Exaraios ᾿Ασίᾳ. 
λέγονται δὲ Τ᾿ανδάριοι wap’ αὐτῷ καὶ Γα»- 
δαρικὴ ἡ χώρα. Strabo, 697, has Γα»δα- 
pircs. It is natural to connect the name 
with Candahar. 

4. Δαδίκαι : similarly eee with 
Γανδάριοι in 8. 91. Steph. B. quotes 
only this for the name. Did it 
not stand in his Hekataios? Cooley 
connected Aadix with Tadjek, and v. 
Hammer ZJadjek with Deutsch, a fear- 
some etymologitis. 

ΤῊ a Τὴν σκευήν : the prevalence 
of the trian type is noticeable: cp. 
APPA prépay ; ὁ Φαρνάκεος τὰ 

6." 0s : accord- 
ing to 8. 126 ff., 9. 41, 66, 89 etc. 
among the most eminent of the Persian 
commanders, and the rival of Mardonios. 
He was subsequently satrap of Dasky- 
leion, and negotiated with Pausanias, 
the victor of Plataia, Thuc. 1.129. He 
may have been commander of ‘ Parthians 
and Chorasmians’ before his promotion in 
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Γανδαρίων δὲ καὶ Δαδικέων ᾿Αρτύφιος ὁ ᾿Αρταβάνου. 


δὲ σισύρνας τε ἐνδεδυκότες καὶ τόξα ἐπιχώρια καλάμινα 


ἔχοντες καὶ ἀκινάκας ἐστρατεύοντο. 


οὗτοι μὲν οὕτω ἐσκευάδατο, 


ἡγεμόνα παρεχόμενοι ᾿Αριόμαρδον τὸν ᾿Αρτυφίου ἀδελφεόν, 
Σαράγγαι δὲ εἵματα μὲν βεβαμμένα ἐνέπρεπον ἔχοντες, πέδιλα ς 
δὲ ἐς γόνυ ἀνατείνοντα εἶχον, τόξα δὲ καὶ αἰχμὰς Μηδικάς. 


Σαραγγέων δὲ ἦρχε Φερενδάτης ὁ Μεγαβάζου. 


Πάκτυες δὲ 


σισυρνοφόροι τε ἦσαν καὶ τόξα ἐπιχώρια εἶχον καὶ ἐγχειρίδια. 
Πάκτυες δὲ ἄρχοντα παρείχοντο ᾿Αρταὔντην τὸν ᾿ἸΙθαμίτρεω. 
Οὕτιοει δὲ καὶ Μύκοι τε καὶ ἸΠαρικάνιοι ἐσκευασμένοι ἦσαν 68 


7 ἀρτύβιος B 


67. 3 ἀκινάκεας B 


4 ἀρτυβίον B 9 


ἀρταύντην R: dpravrnv V: ἀτραὕτην S: ἀρτύντην a || ᾿Ιθαμίτρεω Schweig- 


haeuser: ἐθαμάτρεω a: ἰτραμίτεω B 


480 B.c. The patronymic is added in 
all the references above given, not 
because Pharnakes, but because his son, 
was #0 πων ‘ 

vns Aprafov may have 
been a brother of Artachaies (c. 22 
supra): the father’s name is noticeable ; 
cp. c. 61 supra. 

7.°A vos δ᾽ you, as a son of 
Artabanos, is the king’s cousin in the 
first degree. 

67. 1. Κάσπιοι : plainly men of the 
Kaspian Sea, or region: but how they 
should differ from the ‘Tpxd»o: of c. 62 
does not clearly appear. Cp. c. 86 infra. 

2. σισύρνας : 4.109. Tzetzes (schol. 
ad Lyc. 634) distinguishes σισύρα (a 
favourite word with Aristoph.) as made 
ἐκ δέρματος ἐντρίχου from σισύρνα, ἄτριχον 
δερμάτιον, cp. L. & S. sub ov. Hesych. 
also has gious. 

ἐπιχώρια καλάμινα: do bamboos 
grow in Kaspia? or should these ‘Kaspii’ 
be ‘ Kaspeiri’ ? (Kdowecpos* πόλις Πάρθων 
προσέχης τῇ Ινδικῇ Steph. B. who refers 
to Hdt. 3 where only Κάσπιοι is to be 
found, cc. 92, 98, unless Kdowe:pos lurk 
in Κασπάτυρος c. 102). Cp. c. 86 infra. 

8. ἀκινάκας: c. 54 supra. 

4.°A τὸν ov 45e\- 
φΦεόν : therefore son of Artabanos, cousin 
of the king, and an Achaimenid. 

5. γγαι: Zarangia is one of the 
twenty-two provinces of the empire 
enumerated on the Behistun inscription 
to be identified with the Apdyya: of 
Arrian’s Anabasis (cp. Sintenis’ ed.) and 
located in Seistan: the origin of the 
name perhaps traceable in the great lake 
Zarah (Hamun). Cp. also Bevan, House 


68. 1 ἐσκενάδατο malit van H. 


of Seleucus i. 270. This folk appears 
distinguished by its gay clothing (εἵματα 
Bef. ἐνέπρεπον &x.), while its shoes recall 
and exaggerate the peculiarity of the 
‘ Hittite ae or at least ἡμὴ Paphla- 

nian, c. 72 infra; yet the weapons 
si ‘Median’ ee Baktrian 7). Cp. 
Appendix II. §5. Is Zapayyéwr 3. 98, 
117 the gen. of this word, or of Zapayyées, 
which would give a discrepant form ἢ 
The ‘Scythian’ Sarancae in Trogus 
Pomp. Prolog. 41, 42 are now written 
Saraucae. 


7. Φερενδά ὁ Μεγαβάζον would 
seem to be a brother of Boubares, c. 22 


su 

tei hirees important and typical 
people, with a σκενή (cp.c. 85 infra) as well 
as a country (cp. 3.102) of their own. The 
voyage of Skylax of Karvanda (4. 44) 
serves to identify their habitat with the 
upper Indus, or rather the Kabul region, 
i.e. E. Afghanistan (‘Pathans’?). (The 
Πακτυική of 8. 93 can have nothing to say 
to India.) Their equipment includes 
(1) sisyrna, (2) bow, (8) dagger; but 
they presumably had at least boots, hats, 
and some underclothing as well. 

9. "Apratyrny τὸν ᾿Ιθαμίτρεω : to be 
distinguished from Artayntas son of 
Artachaies, one of the admirals next 
year (cp. 8. 180), who associated his own 
nephew (ἀδελφιδέο:), Ithamtires, in the 
command: unless by chance Hdt. has 
mixed the pedigree (he certainly has 
not given it aed ΝΣ 

68. 1. Οὕτιοι' Mixon: άγιοι : 
the first two are found in similar juxta- 
position 3. 93 (xiv. satrapy), but with 
some other strange company; while 
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κατά wep ἸΠάκτυες. τούτων δὲ ἦρχον οἶδε, Οὐτίων μὲν καὶ 
Μύκων ᾿Αρσαμένης ὁ Δαρείου, Παρικανίων δὲ Σιρομίτρης ὁ 
69 OloBdfov. ᾿Αράβιοι δὲ ζειρὰς ὑπεζωμένοι ἦσαν, τόξα δὲ 


4 οἰβάζου B 69. 1 ὑπεζωσμένοι Be 


Παρικάνιοι are there found in two different 
satrapies (x. xiv.) as well asc. 86 infra, 
in connexion with the Τ Κάσπιοι κοῦ. 
The three names are in fact among the 
most puzzling in the whole list. 

Yutiya appears on the 
Behistun inscription as ‘‘a district of 
Persia ” (col. iii. 5.), and this is the only 
known 1161, outside Hdt., to the 
name, e fact that islanders of the 
Erythraean Sea are placed by Hdt. in 
the same νομός (3. 98) suggests locatin 
the Utii on the coast of the Persian Gulf, 
or Indian Ocean. MRennel (ii.? 384), 
followed by Many since, identifies the 
Utii with the Uxii (Οὔξιοι) of Strabo and 
Arrian, a sufficiently heroic expedient, 
approved by Baehr, Rawlinson, and 
others. The Herodotean form of the 
name would in that case seem more 
correct. 

Μύκοι. Steph. B. sub υ. ἔθνος, περὶ 
οὗ ‘Exaratos ἐν ᾿Ασίᾳ, ἐκ Μυκῶν (sic) els 
᾿Αράξην ποταμόν. Hekataios was perhaps 
giving a measure of distance, which 
might have been helpful had it survived. 
The ‘ Araxes’ would be somewhere in 
the north, and the Mykoi consequently 
in the south, which agrees with the em- 

lacement of the Utii. Baehr (note 8. 93) 
identifies them with the Μάκαι of Steph. 
B. ἔθνος μεταξὺ Καρμανίας καὶ ’ApaBlas— 
again a bold proceeding, but agreeing 
with (1) the position assigned to the Utii, 
(2) the operons position of the province 
Mecia (Behistun) and perhaps Maka 
(Persepolis), which disappear at Naksh- 
i-Rustam, (3) the identification with the 
modern Makran, favoured by Baehr, 
Rawlinson, and others. 

Παρικάνιο, Steph. B. πόλις 
Περσική" ‘“Exaratos ᾿Ασίᾳ, ἐν δ᾽ αὐτοῖσι 
πόλις Παρικάνη οὔνομα. (But was Heka- 
taios versified!) 1d ἐθνικὸν Παρικάνιοι 
λέγονται καὶ Παρίκανοι. The Parikanians 
then were in the Asia of Hekataios ; 
but were they in ‘Persia’? The ‘Pari- 
kanians’ of satrapy x. (3. 92) are in 
Media ; these here can hardly be in 
either Media or Persia. The Parikanians 
of satrapy xvii. (8. 94) may correspond 
with these, especially if the ‘ Ethiopians’ 
(or negrito population), with whom they 


are associated, be placed (with Rawlinson) 
in Beluchistan. Pliny (6. 16, 18) places 
‘Paricani’ apparently in the region of 
the Sarangii, Chorasmii, etc. These con- 
fusions may arise from Paricani not 
being an ethnical term, but an epithet, 
meaning ‘devils’ (O.P. parikd, a peri, 
or fairy: Lassen) or ‘‘ mountaineers ” 
(Rawlinson). Bevan, House of Seleucus, 
1, 272 (following whom ἢ) rds the 
Parikanii of Hdt. as the inhabitants of 
Gedrosia, worshippers of the Pairika, 
unclean spirits of the desert. (The 
name rosi is post- Alexandrine.) 
They nowhere appear in Alexander's 
historians, ᾿ς Aapetov ‘ 

8. ᾿Αρσαμένης : @ son 0 
Dareios, not to be confounded with the 
Arsames mentioned in the next chapter, 
and . soa an Αἰ Otebator i 

ov: perhaps 
the father of asistios (c. 79 infra q.v.), 
and still more probably of that Oiobazos, 
of whom the gruesome anecdote (4. 84) 
is related, and thus the more discredited. 
Cp. c. 89 supra (Pythios-anecdote). 

69. 1. ᾿Αράβιοι. One of the standing 
provinces of the empire on the Achai- 
menid inscriptions, and habitually 

uped with Babylon, Assyria, and 
Foypt, but assuredly not including the 
whole peninsula (cp. 8. 91, 97). Ethno- 
logically, we have here the purest 
Semitic stock of the empire, unless, in- 
deed, these ‘ Arabians’ are to be sought 
(with Rawlinson) in Africa, between the 
Nile valley and the Red Sea (2.8). The 
Arabs of Asia were not vassals of Persia 
(8. 88). 
s: ‘‘probably a Semitic word” 
lara eek Hat. also uses it of a 
Thracian garment, etc. (ce. 75 infra). 
Schweighaeuser, Baehr translate felpa by 
sagum (Ξ-- σάγος, Polyb. 2. 28. 7, 80. 1, 
apparently a Keltic garment and perhaps 
word), generally interpreted ‘a long 
flowing cloak.’ G. W. ap. Rawlinson 
makes it ‘‘a flowing dress, or petticoat 
(sic), very similar to their present 
costume.” 
ὑπεζωμένοι seems to mean ‘under- 
girt,’ ‘girt in,’ perhaps between the legs, 
to facilitate movement; hence the curious 


θ8--69 


παλίντονα εἶχον πρὸς δεξιά, μακρά. 
ἐναμμένοι, τόξα δὲ εἶχον ἐκ 


τε καὶ λεοντέας 
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Αἰθίοπες δὲ παρδαλέας 


φοίνικος 


σπάθης πεποιημένα, μακρά, τετραπηχέων οὐκ ἐλάσσω, ἐπὶ 
δὲ καλαμίνους ὀιστοὺς μικρούς" ἀντὶ δὲ σιδήρου ἐπῆν λίθος 5 
ὀξὺς πεποιημένος, τῷ καὶ τὰς σφρηγῖδας γλύφουσι' πρὸς 


9 ,»προσδέξια codd. : 


πρὸς δέξια z || πρὸς .. 
μακρά mihi suspectum || δὲ del. Krueger appr. van H. 


τόξα δὲ εἶχον om. B } 
δ σμικρούς 


Stein! ( μικρούς ABR, μακρούς reliqui’ Stein): μακρούς PR (ap. Stein?) : 
μικρούς S (Gaisf.): μακροὺς z, quod accipi debuerat 


synonyms in Gloss. Herod. μίτρα... 
ζώνη. Cp. c. 62 supra. 

τόξα παλίντονα. The epithet is 
Homeric, but of doubtful interpretation 
ape lainly Monro’s Odyss. 21.11). Here 

has a technical Ὁ να aie 

ΜΠ aes applies to a small strong bow, with 
: curve, or double curve, when unstrung, 
which has to be overcome and reversed 
when the bow is strung. Ammianus 
Marcellinus, in comparing the shores of 
the Euxine to a bew (22. 8), seems to 
have a bow of this kind in view: cum 
arcus omnium gentium flexis curventur 
hastilibus, Scythici soli vel Parthicit cir- 
cumductis utrimque. introrsus pandis et 
patulis cornibus effigiem lunae decrescentis 
cal ar medietatem recta e rotunda 
regula dividente. What Marcellinus 
᾿ redicates of the Scythian or Parthian, 

dt. predicates of the Arabian: that 
such a bow should have been ‘long’ 
(μακρά) seems very unlikely. Agathon 
the poet seems to have compared the 
letter Z to a Skythian bow (Athenaeus 
454). 

2. πρὸς δεξιά, ‘carried on the right 
side,’ as for example by the figure of the 
‘ Hittite’ in the Pass of Karabel, which 
Hdt. (2. 106) erroneously describes as 
ΕΠ ΒΕ the bow in the left hand (as is 
usual). 

Al@lowes: as ἃ pears in the next 
chapter, the Ethiopians ὑπὲρ Αἰγύπτου 
are here intended. With them Hdt. 
passes from Asia to Libya, though by 
ee of an inconsequence the same 
name in the next chapter leads him back 
to the confines of India. The frontiers 
of Asia and of Libya were, however, 
perhaps ill defined in his authority (op. 
4. 36 ff.). The ‘Ethiopians’ represent 
for Hdt. an indigenous Afriean stock 
(4. 197), ὙΠΟΟΡΌΘΟΥ the negro, or 
negroid, among whom he came to distin- 
guish two or three groups or sections, (a) 
the Ethiopians of Meroé, or next Egypt 


29, 30, 3. 97 ete.) ; (δ) of pax 
8. so f. 7. who dwelt ‘on the sout pat 
; (c) οἱ τρωγλοδύται (4.183). Plainly 
the first alone are here in question, and 
they furnish a distinct type of armature 
(ἡ areal Sas cp. 2. 106), which is 


peta escribe 
a beppre Ionic for ἐνημμένοι ; 
op. ἐπα ous, 8. 105 infra (with genit.). 
ere dopds must be εἰ τρίαινα ep 

(ἀνθρωπέη). ἐνημμένος frequent in pis 
tophanes (διφθέραν, Clouds 72; Ekkl. 80 
παρδαλᾶς, Birds 1250 λεοντῆν, ‘Frogs 430 
κάλλιστα, Peace 1225, etc. ). 


ἐκ φοίνικος 
νὴ wy palm Sail ἢ anaes 
the flower of man plants es 
the palm -kind,’ ae ὦ W W. 
Rawlinson observes τ such bows τὴ 
only have been used by inferior tribes. 

4. " μικρούς. How the arrows 
were small if the bows were large is not 
clear. Stein’s remark that the larger 
the bow the smaller the pull does not 
seem helpful. Perhaps the arrows were 
short, not as compared with other arrows, 
but as compared with the bow. The 
eae is supported by Photius 728 

on igen at mre The stone-tips were 

er erase but still more paltry 
the horn-tipped lances. 

6. τῷ καὶ τὰς γλύφουσι: 
ac. οἱ δακτυλιογλύφοι (Stein) ; τῷ relative, 
instrumental. G. W. ap. Rawlinson thinks 
the stone in question ‘an agate or some 
other of the silicious stones so common 
in Ethiopia.” Is an agate hard enough 
to cut gems?—perhaps the soap-stone 
order. Theophrastus lap. 41 ἔνιοι δὲ 
λίθοι καὶ τὰς τοιαύτας ἔχουσι δυνάμεις els 
γὸ μὴ πάσχειν, οἷον τὸ μὴ γλύφεσθαε 
σιδηρίοις ἀλλὰ λίθοις ἑτέροις 1b. 43; ἔνιοι 
δὲ λίθοις ἄλλοις γλύφονται, σιδήροις δ᾽ od 
δύνανται (quot. ap. Η. Bliimner, Tech- 
nologie iii. 1884) 295 n.). Itis ποῖ clear 
whether Hdt. is thinking of powdered 
stone, or of direct use of the point, in 


94 HPOAOTOY ΨΙΙ 
δὲ αἰχμὰς εἶχον, ἐπὶ δὲ κέρας δορκάδος ἐπῆν ὀξὺ πεποιη- 


μένον τρόπον λόγχης" εἶχον δὲ καὶ ῥόπαλα τυλωτά. 


τοῦ δὲ 


σώματος τὸ μὲν ἥμισυ ἐξηλείφοντο γύψῳ ἰόντες ἐς μάχην, 


ιοτὸ δὲ ἄλλο ἥμισν μίλτῳ. 


᾿Αραβίων δὲ καὶ Αἰθιόπων τῶν 


ὑπὲρ Αὐγύπτου οἰκημένων ἦρχε ᾿Αρσάμης ὁ Δαρείου «τε» καὶ 
᾿Αρτυστώνης τῆς Κύρου θυγατρός, τὴν μάλιστα στέρξας τῶν 


10 γυναικῶν Δαρεῖος εἰκὼ χρυσέην σφυρήλατον ἐποιήσατο. 


τῶν 


μὲν δὴ ὑπὲρ Αἰγύπτου Αἰθιόπων καὶ ᾿Αραβίων ἦρχε ᾿Αρσάμης, 
οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ ἡλίου ἀνατολέων Αἰθίοπες (διξοὶ γὰρ δὴ ἐστρα- 
τεύοντο) προσετετάχατο τοῖσι ᾿ἸΙνδοῖσι, διαλλάσσοντες εἶδος 
ς μὲν οὐδὲν τοῖσι ἑτέροισι, φωνὴν δὲ καὶ τρίχωμα μοῦνον" οἱ 
μὲν γὰρ ἀπὸ ἡλίου Αἰθίοπες ἰθύτριχες εἰσί, οἱ δ᾽ ἐκ τῆς 


10 τὸ δὲ ἕτερον (δ᾽ V) B 
χρυσὴν 1. van H. 


engraving. Perhaps he hardly means 
that the Ethiopian arrow-head is actually 
used in gem-cutting, but merely that the 
arrow-head was ‘as hard as diamonds.’ 
Cp. 2. 86 (with Wiedemann’s note). 

8. τυλωτά : op. c. 68 supra ; 
but these are not armed with iron. Such 
clubs are still in use, ‘‘ made of acacia or 
of ebony, and called dissan, from the 
euppeeed resemblance to a tongue,” 
G. W. ap. Rawlinson. 

9. τὸ μὲν ἥμισυ, ‘upper and lower,’ 
or ‘back and front,’ or ‘left and right’? 
γύψος (ἡ), evidently white; cp. 8. 27 
(white chalk). μίλτος (ἡ), vermilion ; 
ἐπ γώ ὁ Δαρείου (τῷ kal’ Apry 

11.” ns «τὸ wal’ - 
στάνης τ Kipov θνγατρός: this 
Achaime : ; rejoices in the name of ἘΝ 

t-grandfather (cp. c. 11 supra) ; his 
το σι is mentioned below (c. 72). 
Aischylus makes ‘great Arsames’ 
goveruer of Egypt (Pers. 87), one of the 
ew nominal agreements of Aeschylus 
with Hdt.’s list, and afterwards kills 
him at Salamis (Pers. 308). Artystone, 
the sister of Atossa, evidently younger 
and much more attractive (cp. 3. 88). 
Was her image a Greek work? τὴν 
(rel.) orépfas, εἰκὼ ἐποιήσατο : i.g. τὴν 
oréptas, εἰκὼ αὐτῆς ἐποιήσατο or τῆς εἰκὼ 
ἐποιήσατο στέρξας αὐτήν. Cp. ο. 146 infra; 
ἐκέλευε σφέας τοὺς δορυφόρους: περιάγοντας 
ἐπιδείκνυσθαι πάντα. εἰκώ: an Ionic form. 
Hdt. has εἰκόνα 2. 143, εἰκόνες 2. 180, 
Cp. Weir Smvth, § 528. 

70. 8. Αἰθίοπες᾽ Sif: is this genuine 
ethnology, or a reminiscence of the 


11 «τε: καὶ ἢ Stein appr. van H. 13 
70. 4 διαλλάσσοντες A: διαλάσσοντες BB 


Odyssey? a 23 f. Αἰθίοπας, rot διχθὰ 
δεδαίαται, ἔσχατοι ἀνδρῶν [οἱ μὲν δυσομένου 
Ὑπερίονος, οἱ δ᾽ ἀνιόντος. The alter- 
natives are not quite mutually exclusive. 
Hdt. and even the Homeric poet may 
iste had = of ate ae os soa 
ark, negroi e, ond the 
Euphrates and Tiare. The reality of 
this race is fully recognized now by 
ethnologists (cp. Dieulafoy, ZL’ Acropole 
de Suse, 1890; Keane, op. cit. in/ra). 
Rennell (i. 401) regards these Ethiopians 
of Asia as ‘the people of Makran, Haur, 
and other provinces in that quarter,’ i.e. 
the south-east of the empire; and this 
view is endorsed b wlinson and 
others. The term ‘ Burnt-faces,’ Brun- 
etti, or ‘Blacks’ is of course a mere 
epithet, and Hdt. distinguishes the 
rs ta of Asia and of Africa ethno- 
logically. This distinction reappears 
nowadays in the division of Home 
Aethiopicus into ‘African’ and ‘Indo- 
Oceanic’ and modern ethnology reaffirms 
their ultimate and fundamental identity 
(cp. Keane, A. H., Ethnology (1896) 


we ἦν τρί Ηὰ 

4, ε : viv’ τρίχω t. 
has here as i pi ΟΝ (notably 2. 104) 
apprehended the chief ethnological tests. 
But a great extension, or rather an 
intense specification, would have to be 
given to the term εἶδος before it could 
cairy all that was requisite (e.g. not 
merely general shape and appearance, 
but size, measurements, craniology). 

6. lObrpixes. ‘‘ Owing to the absence 
of distinctly woolly hair, marked pro- 
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Λιβύης οὐλότατον τρίχωμα ἔχουσι πάντων ἀνθρώπων. 
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οὗτοι 


δὲ οἱ ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης Αἰθίοπες τὰ μὲν πλέω κατά περ Ἰνδοὶ 
ἐσεσάχατο, προμετώπια δὲ ἵππων εἶχον ἐπὶ τῇσι κεφαλῇσι 
σύν τε τοῖσι ὠσὶ ἐκδεδαρμένα καὶ τῇ λοφιῇ" καὶ ἀντὶ μὲν το 
λόφου ἡ λοφιὴ κατέχρα, τὰ δὲ ὦτα τῶν ἵππων ὀρθὰ πεπη- 
γότα εἶχον" προβλήματα δὲ ἀντ᾽ ἀσπίδων ἐποιεῦντο γεράνων 


δοράς. 


Μασσάγην τὸν Ὀαρίζου. 


Λίβυες δὲ σκενὴν μὲν σκυτίνην ἤισαν ἔχοντες, ἀκον- 71 
τίοισ, δὲ ἐπικαύτοισι χρεώμενοι. 


Παφλαγόνες δὲ ἐστρατεύοντο ἐπὶ 72 


ἄρχοντα δὲ παρείχοντο 


μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι κράνεα πεπλεγμένα ἔχοντες, ἀσπίδας δὲ 


..9 προμετώπια a: προμετωπίδα B: προμετωπίδια P, Stein!?, Holder, 


van H., ete. || ἐπὶ : περὶ van H. 
παρείχοντο a: εἶχον B 


10 τῇσι λοφιῇσι B, Holder 
3 μασσάγην B || ἀορίζου PB: dpifov C 


71. 2 


72. 1 ἐστρατεύοντο om. B: post xp. πεπλ. ἔχοντες ponit Kallenberg 





guathism and brachycephaly amongst 
the low-caste aborigines of the Deccan 
many ethnologists still deny the presence 
of true Negritoes in the peninsula” 
(Keane, op. cit. P- 254). e remark 
might apply to the region between the 
Persian Gulf and the Indus, mutatis 
mutandis, 

8. κατά περ ᾿Ινδοὶ ἐσεσάχατο. On 
the verb, and the tense cp. c. 62 supra. 
Two differences between the ‘Indian’ 
and the ‘East-Ethiopian’ equipment 
(σκευή) are specified, sufficient, one would 
think, to constitute distinct types: (1) 
the head-dress; formed of the skin 
of the upper part of a horse’s head, 
with the ears and mane left on; (2) as 
shields: the skins of cranes, presumably 
stretched on frames. So the Nasa- 
monians, στρουθῶν καταγαίων δορὰς 
φορέουσι προβλήματα, 4. 176. (δορά in 
both places of bird-skins.) The name of 
the commander has already been given 
in c. 65 supra. 

11. κατέχρα. καταχρᾶν with a subject 
expressed is unusual; it is generally 
neuter, 1. 164, 4. 118. 

71. 1. AlBves. With their leathern 
dress (cp. 4. 168, 189 and my notes) are 
quite true to the ‘Libyan Logi,’ but the 
total absence of any reference here to that 
extensive treatise bears out the by po- 
thesis that this e is of earlier 
composition ; cp. ἔτι ἀιδίοις 88 7, 8. 

2. ἐπικαύτοισι. Cp. c. 74 infra; 
otherwise ἃ ἅπαξ λ. (pracustus). These 
throwing sticks are poor weapons against 
hoplites! And where are the ostrich- 
shields (4. 175)? The war-chariots (4. 


170, 188) of the Libyan Logit rea 
indeed in c. 86 infra; but the alielda 
were apparently unknown to Hdt. when 
ee this passage. Cp. preceding 
note. 

8. Μασσάγην τὸν ᾿Οαρίζον. Neither 
father nor ft i otherwise Ων fame, but 
the names are a little curious. Massa- 
has a somewhat Libyan ring in it, 
but might better be referred (as the 
name of a Persian) to the same group 
as Μασσαγέται, Μάσσαγα, Μάσσανοι, 
(Μασσάγη:) : while the father’s name 
recalls the river “Oapos (4. 123 f.) which 
at any rate was within range of the 
Massagetai. The form 'Odpons is given 
as a name for Artaxerxes Mnemon (Dinon 
ap. Plutarch, Artaz. 1). 

72. 1. TladAaydves bring us back to 
Asia, and moreover to ‘Hither Asia.’ 
Their geographical position, ἐντὸς “A)uvos 
ποταμοῦ indicated in 1. 6, 72, and less 
exactly 3. 90 (iii satrapy). The 
Greek name (παφλάζειν») must have been 
bestowed by the early navigators, or 
colonists, in the Euxine, and is well 
known to Homer, 71. 2. 851, 5. 577. 
To the early Hellene those ‘ Blusterers’ 
or ‘Sputterers’ were the ‘ Barbarians’ 
κατ᾽ ἐξοχήν (as to Aristophanes Kleon 
was the }erfect Paphlagonian, Knights, 
pe) ; but even to ‘ Homer’ the name 

as become a purely geographical or 
ethnical term. Hekataios had made 
mention of the Paphlagonian ἐσθής, had 


perhaps described it. Cp. Fr. 189 
(=BSteph. B. ᾿γώπη). 

2. κράνεα πεπλεγμένα: cp. c. 63 
supra, Xenoph. Anab. 5. 4. 18 κράνη 
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δὰ Σύριοι οὗτοι ὑπὸ Περσέων Καππαδόκαι καλέονται. Tladda- 
γόνων μέν νυν καὶ Ματιηνῶν Δῶτος ὃ Μεγασίδρου ἦρχε, 
Μαριανδυνῶν δὲ καὶ Λυγύων καὶ Συρίων Γοβρύης o Δαρείου 


τε καὶ ᾿Αρτυστώνης. 


Φρύγες δὲ ἀγχοτάτω τῆς Παφλαγονικῆς 78 


σκενὴν εἶχον, ὀλίγον παραλλάσσοντες. 


οἱ δὲ Φρύγες, ὡς 


Μακεδόνες λέγουσι, ἐκαλέοντο Βρίγες χρόνον ὅσον ἘΕὐρωπήιοι 


7 οὗτοι om. a 
codd. || βρύης a 


8 μαντιηνῶν R || μεγασίδου B 
78. 3 Bpiyes B: dpiyes AIB: Bpixes C: Bpvyes 


9 σύρων 


A’d || ὅσον χρόνον van H, || Evpwajios CPds: εὐρώπειοι a: εὐρώπιοι B 


called Λευκόσνροι in distinction from the 
Syrians ‘beyond Tauros’ Καππάδοκες 
ἀμφότεροι, of re πρὸς τῷ Ταύρῳ καὶ & πρὸς 
τῷ Πόντῳ, μέχρι νῦν Λευκόσυροι καλοῦνται, 
ὡς ἂν ὄντων τινῶν Σύρων καὶ μελάνων" 
οὗτοι δ᾽ εἰσὶν οἱ ἐκτὸς τοῦ Tadpov. Kappa- 
dokia and the Kappadokians are well 
known to Xenophon and the historians 
of Alexander (e.g. Arrian): in Roman 
times the name was restricted to the 
southern portion of what had once been 
known as Kappadokia, the northern part 
having passed under the kingdom and 
province of Pontos. The ethnological 
character of the Kappadokians is doubt- 
ful: were they “‘Iranian” (Ed. Meyer), 
or ‘‘ Semitic” (Duncker), or “ Anatolian ”’ 
(Kretschmer) for which the religion (at 
Komana) is a strong argument (Kinlei- 
tung, p. 399) ; or was not the population 
mightily mixed? (The ‘Hittite’ not 
forgotten !) 


8. Aéros ὁ wap eg ee neither 
name recurs except that Steph B. sud v. 


Δώτιον preserves rival views which traced 
that Thessalian town to Dotos, a son of 
Pelasgos, or as others had it, a grandson 


of Hellen. 
τε καὶ 'A 


9. Γοβρύης ὁ Δ 
oréyns, an Achaimenid, full brother 


of Arsames, c. 69 supra. 

73. 1. Φρύγα : the ition of this 
colebrated folk in the Asia Minor of Hdt. 
is not seriously in doubt ; the position of 
Ppvyin between Kappadokia to the east, 
and Lydia west, is marked cc. 26, 80 f. 
supra; similarly on the ‘Royal Road,’ 
5. 49, 62. Hdt. does not specify the 
difference between the Phrygian aud 
Paphlagonian equipment: was it in the 
matter of boots ἢ 

2. ὡς Μακεδόνες λέγονσι: not much 
perhaps can be made of this ‘Make- 
donian’ authority, except negatively 
(cp. Introd. § 10); but Makedonians may 
have claimed to have driven out the 
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In Asia Minor the Phry- 
gians may have been regarded in some 
quarters as ‘autochthonous,’ and perha 
made the claim themselves (cp. 2. 2), 
but Hdt. and Xanthus knew better: 6 
μὲν γὰρ HdvOos ὁ Λυδὸς μετὰ τὰ Tpwixd 
φησὶν ἐλθεῖν τοὺς Φρύγας ἐκ τῆς Εὐρώπης 
καὶ τῶν ἀριστερῶν τοῦ Πόντου (Strabo 680 
ΞΞ ὅν. δ). (The date must be explained 
away: if the P i come from 
Europe they came ‘before the Trojan 
war’; if they came ‘after the Trojan 
war,’ they were only shifting from one 
apa to another in Asia, but might still 
ultimately European.) Hdt. 8. 138 
finds Midas at home in Makedonia, which 
uares perfectly with his view of ‘the 
Phrygian migration.’ The older com- 
mentators and historians, however, 
(Blakesley, Rawlinson, Stein), part] 
under the influence of ‘the orienta 
mirage’ have followed Giseke, Thrakisch- 
Pelasg. Stémme, and reversed the direo- 
tion of the migration so far as they 
recognized it at all. Baehr (with his 
great irl a for Hit.) struck a middle 
course; the ‘ Phrygians’ were at home in 
Asia, but Europeans may have come and 
coalesced with native Phrygians. That 
there were ‘Thracians’ in Asia (cp. c. 
75 infra) has always been admitted, and 
that Hdt. is right in representing the 
Phrygians as Thracians, or at least as 
immigrants from Thrace, is now the 
better established view, supported (i.) 
by the earlier tradition ; (ii.) by geo- 
raphical considerations (e.g. relation of 
urope and Asia: wedge-like appearance 
of historic Phrygia); (iii.) by archaeo- 
logical evidence (similarity of Phrygian 
and later Trojan pottery, ‘Thracian 
tumuli’ in the T and Phrygia), and 
to some extent (iv.) by linguistic ; cp. 
Kretschmer, Einleitung c. vii. dt 
himself has, however, in regard to the 
inhabitants of the Troad, reversed the 


Phrygians. 
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Vir 


ἐόντες σύνοικοι ἦσαν Μακεδόσι, μεταβάντες δὲ ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην 


ςἅμα τῇ χώρῃ καὶ τὸ οὔνομα μετέβαλον ἐς Φρύγας. 
δὲ κατά περ Φρύγες ἐσεσάχατο, ἐόντες 


᾿Αρμένιοι 


Φρυγῶν ἄποικοι. 


τούτων συναμφοτέρων ἦρχε ᾿Αρτόχμης Δαρείου ἔχων θυγατέρα. 


74 Λυδοὶ δὲ ἀγχοτάτω τῶν Ἑλληνικῶν εἶχον ὅπλα. 


οἱ δὲ Λυδοὶ 


Μηΐονες ἐκαλεῦντο τὸ πάλαι, ἐπὶ δὲ Λυδοῦ τοῦ ἔάτυος ἔσχον 





4 συνοίκησαν a: συνοΐίκουν 2 
Ν [2 
van Η. 7 ἔχων Sapeiov a 


historic of migration in NW. 
Asia Minor, cp. c. 20 supra; for the 
Myso-Teukrian invasion of Europe in 
that passage must be substituted a 
-Mysian invasion of Asia Minor 
and the Troad. The Mysian invasion of 
Europe is indeed hardly consistent with 
the Phrygian invasion of Asia; Hat. is 
best reconciled with himself by the 
oR Apnino ον τὸ Ppvyay ἃ 

κοι, Rawlinson, under the influence of 
the oriental mirage (‘‘the stream of 
Indo-European colonization (sic) having 
set westwards”), prefers to derive the 
Phrygians from the Armenians. So too 
Stein. No special stress need be laid on 
the term ἄποικοι (which is too much for 
Baehr) beyond the idea that the two 
nations are related, and that the Phrygian 
is the elder, more primary, and histori- 
cally more important. Eudoxos (ap. 
Steph. B. sub v. ᾿Αρμενία) supports the 
Herodotean opinion : ᾿Αρμένιοι δὲ τὸ μὲν 
γένος ἐκ Φρνγίας καὶ τῇ φωνῇ πολλὰ φρυγί- 
gover. ‘‘This statement agrees so well 
with the linguistic facts, that there is not 
the slightest reason to doubt it” (Kret- 
schmer, op. c. Ὁ. 209), going even so far 
as to endorse the connexion between the 
Armenians and Thessaly, discovered by 
Alexander’s Thessalian vassals (Strabo 
503. 580). If the Armenians were of 
European and Phrygian origin, the 
question would still remain whether 
they were sent forth by the ‘ Phrygians’ 
before or after the settlement in Asia— 
whether they were in fact a swarm, or 
colony from historic Phrygia, or from 
prehistoric Thrace? The language of 
Hdt. and Eudoxos seems to favour the 
former alternative ; the historic situation 
and probabilities point rather to the 
latter. Some have referred the ‘ Aryan’ 
character of Armenia to Iranian, not to 
European, antecedents (cp. Baumgartner 
ap. Pauly- Wissowa 2. 1182), and the 


5 és Φρύγας del. Gomperz, Holder, 
74. ἃ pydves B || τὸ om. a 


meeting of Phrygians and Armenians 
might be the meeting of two long 
separated columns of ‘ Aryans.’ But the 
assumption of ethnological purity, corre- 
sponding to language, in a region which 
has always been a ‘buffer-state,’ is 
perhaps rash. In regard to the name, 
there is a difficulty arising from the fact 
that the ‘Armenians’ themselves have 
never used it. It is some other's name 
for them. Haikh is the native name of 
land, people, and eponymous ancestor. 

7. μη: A ἔχων θυγατέρα: 
nothing more is known of husband or 
of wife. He may have been an Achai- 
menid. On the first part of the name 
Arta- cp. c. 65 supra. 

14. 1. Λυδοί: equipped like Greeks, 
the Ἑλληνικὴ σκενή being taken for 

nted, and nowhere sxactly described. 
p. ap Ve II. 8 5. 


exactly agreeing 
with 1. 7 ἀπόγονοι Λυδοῦ τοῦ “Arvos dr 
ὅτευ ὁ δῆμος Λύδιος ἐκλήθη ὁ πᾶς οὗτος 
πρότερον Μηίων καλεόμενος. That there 
is no reference here to the ‘ Lydian Logi’ 
(as, for example, in 5. 36) is a problem 
easily solved on the supposition that 
the Lydian Logi were not in existence 
when this was first written. Cp. 
c. 27 supra. After all the wealth of in- 
formation in Bk. 1 about Lydia and the 
Lydians, this snippet in the army-list 
would cut but a poor figure ! 

‘Lydians’ are unknown to ‘ Homer,’ 
‘Maionians’ known, e.g. Myoves (Ji. 2. 
864, 10. 481), Myorls (4. 142), Myorly 
(8. 401). In historic times the name 
‘Maionia’ still was attached to the 
eastern part of Lydia (Ptolemy, Pliny), 
or to a town in that district (Hierocl. p. 
670). The Lydian appellation uly 
came up with the rise of the Mermnad 
dynasty (unknown before that to the 
Assyrians, par exemple). The Lydians 
of history were a mixed population, in 
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τὴν ἐπωνυμίην, μεταβαλόντες τὸ οὔνομα. Μυσοὶ δὲ ἐπὶ μὲν 
τῇσι κεφαλῇσι εἶχον κράνεα ἐπιχώρια, ἀσπίδας δὲ μικράς, 


ἀκοντίοισι δὲ ἐχρέωντο ἐπικαύτοισι. 


δὲ ὄρεος 


ἄποικοι, ἀπ᾿ ᾿ὈΟλύμπου 


οὗτοε δὲ εἰσὶ Λυδῶνς 
καλέονται. ᾿Ολυμπιηνοί. 


Λυδῶν δὲ καὶ Μυσῶν ἦρχε ᾿Αρταφρένης ὁ ᾿Αρταφρένεος ὃς 


ἐς Μαραθῶνα ἐσέβαλε ἅμα Δάτι. 


κεφαλῇσι ἀλωπεκέας ἔχοντες ἐστρατεύοντο, περὶ δὲ τὸ σῶμα 


κιθῶνας, ἐπὶ δὲ ζειρὰς περιβεβλημένοι ποικίλας, περὶ δὲ τοὺς 


8 τοὔνομα B, cp. c. 62. 6 


which European (Phrygian, Maionian) 
and antochthonous (Lydian) elements 
are distinguishable. Cp. c. 27 supra and 
Kretschmer, Kinlettung 384 ff. ; Radet, 
La tee pp. 50 fff. μί 

ον ἐπωνυμίην μεταβα- 
λόντες τὸ jae reads Ike a false 
antithesis, and is at best a clumsy 
diffusion. 

3. Μυσοί: cp. c. 20 supra. The 
Mysians seem marvellously ill-armed, 
with no offensive weapon but a throw- 
ing stick! Op. c. 71 supra. 

5. Λυδῶν ἄποικοι. If the Lydians 
represented the indigenous Anatolian 
element, the Mysians, those of Mt. 
Olympos included, Europeans as they 
were, could hardly be kinsmen! Perhaps, 
however, underlying the immigrant 
‘Mysians,’ there might be men, and 
mountaineers, in Mysia, descended of 
the original stock, and as such ‘brothers’ 
(1. 171), and ‘colonists,’ or ‘settlers,’ 
from ‘Lydia.’ There was perhaps a 
difference between those dwelling round 
Olvmpos (Mysia) and the mountaineers 
(Ολυμπιηνοί, ᾿Ολυμπηνοί, Strabo). Op. 
Strabo 574 ἔστι τοίνυν ὁ ΓοΟλυμπος κυκλῷῴ 
μὲν εὖ συνοικούμενος, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ὕψεσι 
δρυμοὺς ἐξαισίουν ἔχων καὶ λῃστήρια 
δυναμένους ἐκτρέφειν τόπους εὐερκεῖς, ἐν οἷς 
καὶ τύραννοι συνίστανται πολλάκις δυνάμενοι 
συμμεῖναι πολὺν χρόνον, καθάπερ Κλέων ὁ 
καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς τῶν λῃστηρίων ἡγεμών. (Kleon, 
however, sounds like a Greek.) The 
Mysians figure in the Anabasis of Xeno- 

hon as a troublesome and liberty-loving 
olk, and it is likely enough that there 
were not many of them in the army of 
Xerxes. (The ‘Mysians’ whom Agesilaus 
cut up in his attack on Pharnabazos, 
395 B.c. (Xenoph. Hist. 4. 1. 24) were 
probably ΘΕ sola 

Apradpéveos : 
Achaimenids, the father being a son of 
Hystaspes (5. 25), and therefore the 


75. 1 θρῆκες B 


3 χιτῶνας B 


king’s uncle. The younger Artaphrenes 
has been mentioned supra (co. 8, 10) 
without the patronymic, but it seems 
impossible to mention him without a 
reference to Marathon! There is no 
reference, however, to the previous com- 
position of the Marathonian story. 

15. 1. Ophixes: as immediately ap- 
sep these are ‘Asianic’ Thracians, alias 

θυνοί. Of the European origin of the 
‘ Bithynians,’ 1.6. of the real presence 
of ‘Thrakians’ in NW. Asia Minor, there 
can be no doubt. Whether the name 
Bithynian was first acquired in Asia, 
and that moreover in lieu of Στρυμόνιοι, 
seems more open to doubt. The Θυνοί 
of Xenophon UAnab. 7. 2. 22) are ἃ war- 
like tribe in European Thrace, unknown 
to Hdt. (for 1. 28 is a gloss). It may 
be that the Θυνοί migrated from the 
Strymon to Asia, and there acquired 
the handle to their name. The identity 
of the ‘Thracians’ in Europe and in 
Asia, subject, of course, to the recogni- 
tion of (a) sub-divisions, (δ) intermixture 
with ‘non-Thracian’ elements, is in- 
dubitable, and the invasion post- 
Homeric, i.e. almost historical. w- 
linson cites Xenophon (Anab. 7. 4. 4) to 
show that the Thracians in Thrace wore 
exactly the same costume as that here 
assigned to the Thracians in Asia; and 
the linguistic τὴ ee as far as it goes, 
fully bears out the ethnical identity (cp. 
Kretschmer, Kinlettung, p. 211). 

2. ἀλωπεκέας : sc. Sopds. Cp. c. 69 
supra. Their ‘fox’ skins no doubt 
had the hair, and perhaps the heads, on. 
Cp. Xenoph. i.c. τὰς ἀλωπεκίδας ἐπὶ ταῖς 
κεφαλαῖς φοροῦσι καὶ τοῖς ὦσι. 

8. κιθῶνας, ‘undergarments,’ ἬΡῚΒ 
of Thracian κάνναβις, 4. 74, cp. Xenoph. 
l.c. χιτῶνας οὐ μόνον περὶ τοῖς στέρνοις 
ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τοῖς μηροῖς. 

ΡΥ : : 6. 69 supra ; 
cp. Xenoph. Ζ.6. ζειρὰς μέχρι τῶν ποδῶν 


Θρήικες δὲ ἐπὶ μὲν τῇσι 75 


760 ᾿Αρταβάνου. 
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πόδας τε καὶ τὰς κνήμας πέδιλα νεβρῶν, πρὸς δὲ ἀκόντιά 


5 τε καὶ πέλτας καὶ ἐγχειρίδια μικρά. 


δὲ διαβάντες 


οὗτοι 


μὲν ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην ἐκλήθησαν Βιθυνοί, τὸ δὲ πρότερον 


ἐκαλέοντο, ὡς 


αὐτοὶ λέγουσι, 


Στρυμόνιοι, οἰκέοντες ἐπὶ 


Στρυμόνι' ἐξαναστῆναι δὲ φασὶ ἐξ ἠθέων ὑπὸ Τευκρῶν τε 


καὶ Μυσῶν. 


Θρηίκων δὲ τῶν ἐν τῇ ᾿Ασίῃ ἦρχε Βασσάκης 
ον ον ἀσπίδας δὲ ὠμοβοΐνας εἶχον σμικράς, 


καὶ προβόλους δύο λυκιοεργέας ἕκαστος εἶχε, ἐπὶ δὲ τῇσι 
κεφαλῇσι κράνεα χάλκεα' πρὸς δὲ τοῖσι κράνεσι ὦτά τε καὶ 


4 τὰς om. a 
σάκης PSV: Βαγασάκης 2 


9 θρηκῶν B || βασσάκης aR: βασάκης Cd: βαγασ- 
76. 1 lacunam animadvertit de Pauw: 


Πισίδαι δὲ supplebat Stein! 2, vel “Yrevvées δὲ «καὶ Λασόνιοι;» (cp. c. 77) 
Stein? : «Καύνιοι δὲ κιθῶνας μὲν ἐνδεδυκότες ποικίλους» Sitzler || opexpas 


α: μικράς B 


εργέας B, Athen.: λυκεργέας a || εἶχε secl. van H. 


ἐπὶ τῶν ἵππων ἔχουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ χλαμύδας. 
Hdt. is describing footmen. 

4, πέδιλα νεβρῶν, ‘fawn-skin boots 
reaching half up the leg,’ not unlike the 
Bitar esi ; 6. 72 supra. 

5. vas: the most characteristic 
item of Thracian equipment, and destined 
to a great future, was the small shield, 
or target (round, square, or various? 
ep. Pauly 1.3 1721), probably of wood, 
covered with leather; cp. c. 89 injra, 
Thucyd. 2. 29. 5, 4. 111. 1, 7. 27. 1, 
Xenoph. Hell. 2. 4. 12 etc. 

7. ὧφ αὐτοὶ λέγουσι... These 
assertions in regard to his sources or 
authorities are vague and unconvincing: 
that the ‘Bithynians’ had come from 
the Strymon is likely enough, but that 
their proper or original name was 
‘Strymonii’ is doubtful, while their 
reported assertion that they were driven 
tomigrate by the Teukro-Mysian invasion 
is (a2) demonstrably a false tradition ; 
cp. note to c. 20 ἐν alo rather they 
had invaded the ‘Mysians’; and (d) 
singularly ill-placed in their own mouth. 

9. Βασσάκης ὁ ᾿ γον: an 
Achaimenid, brother οὗ Artyphios (c. 66) 
and of Ariomardos (c. 67), but otherwise 
unknown to fame. His name resembles 
Μασσάγης, c. 71 supra. 

76. 1. Πισίδαι δέ is a conjecture of 
Stein’s, who offers Ὕτεννέες as an alterna- 
tive, perhaps preferable, as Hdt. no- 
where else mentions ‘ Pisidians ’ as such. 
Xenophon is the first to use the name, 
but it can hardly have been new in his 
time. Wesseling conjectured Χάλυβες : 


2 λυκιοεργέας ex Athenaei coniectura, p. 486°: λυκο- 


3 πρὸς a: ἐπὶ B 


the oracle of Ares favours this, and 
Baehr approves, but (1) the armature of 
the eastern Xd)ufes, as described Xen. 
Anab, 4. 7. 15, does not agree; (2) the 
Λασόνιοι just below (c. 77) are apparently 
a division of Pisidians or associated with 
Ὑτεννέες : cp. 8. 90; (8) the Pisidians, 
a notoriously warlike stock (Xen. Anab. ; 
ian, Anab. 1. 26-28; cp. ἀνδράσι 
infra), are otherwise badly wanting in 
the list; (4) Χάλυβες are ‘nowhere 
named by Hat. (for 1. 28 is spurious) : 
and would destroy the geographical 
order of the names. 
ὠμοβοῖνας : of raw, or undressed 
ox-hide, presumably with the hair left 
on. Xenophon used the word δασειῶν 
βοῶν ὠμοβόεια Anab, 4. 7. 22. The 
earlier form seems to be ὠμοβόειος, Ion. 
wpoBbeos, and should probably be read 
here, as in 8. 9, 4. 65. 

2. προβόλονξ : a spear, or dart: in 
this sense ἅπαξ Δ. ΞΞ προβόλιον : cp. τὸν 
προβόλαιον c. 148 tnfra. 

λυκ is an emendation 
for \uxoepyéas (“ wolf-spears,” Blakesley, 
“such as used in wolf-hunting,” Rawlin- 
son), and means ‘‘of Lykian workman- 
ship” (L. ἃ S.), for which there is the 
authority of Athenaens p. 486 and the 
analogy of μιλησιουργὴς (dlidpos) ete. 
(Stein). Cp. τόξα Λύκια next c. 

3. ὦτά τε καὶ xépea: cp. the helmets 
of the Cimbri, whom Plutarch (Afarius 
25) describes as κράνη elxacuéva θηρίων 
φοβερῶν χάσμασι καὶ προτομαῖς ἰδιομόρφοις 
ἔχοντες ἃς ἐπαιρόμενοι λόφοις πτερωτοῖς 
εἰς ὕψος ἐφαίνοντο μείζους. 
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κέρεα προσῆν Boos χάλκεα, ἐπῆσαν δὲ καὶ λόφοι' τὰς δὲ 


, es 4 
κνήμας ῥάκεσι φοινικέοισι κατειλίχατο. 
ἀνδράσι “Apeos ἐστὶ χρηστήριον. 


ἐν τούτοισι τοῖσες 


Λασόνιοι δὲ καλεύμενοι, τὴν αὐτὴν Κίλιξι εἶχον σκευήν, τὴν 
ἐγώ, ἐπεὰν κατὰ τὴν Κιλίκων τάξιν διεξιὼν γένωμαι, τότε 


σημανέω. 


6 “Apeds ἐστι Stein!: ἄρεος ἐστὶ P, Stein? 8 
2 λασόνιοι Pz: λασόνειοι a: Aaciveo: B 


μηόνες B 


5. κατειλίχατο : (κατειλίσσειν c. 181 
infra, 2. 86) the pluperfect had no 
special temporal force. These Pisidians 
wore ‘ puttees’ of scarlet cloth. 

6. " δὴν Ψν: the right 
oracle fur brave men. Could the oracle 
have been at Sagalassos! the inhabi- 
tants of which ἐδόκουν πάντων Πισιδῶν 
μαχίμων ὄντων αὐτοὶ εἶναι ol μαχιμώτατοι 
Arrian, Anab. 1. 28.2. The Telmessians 
of 1. 78, 84 are not Pisidians but 
inhabitants of a town in Karia near 
Halikarnassos, 

77. 1. KaBndédes δὲ of Mnyloves, Aacd- 
vot δὲ καλεύμενοι In 3. 90 Αασόνιοι 
and Καβάλιοι (sic) appear with ‘Trevydes 
as forming, together with ‘ Mysians and 
Lydians,’ one γομός (satrapy ii.). The 
variations in the text suggest complete 
independence in the sources, and 
extreme obscurity in the subject. Ὑτεν- 
νέων is indeed an emendation in 8. 90 
but a tolerablv certain one (cp. Rawlin- 
son iv.* 233), but they are omitted here 
altogether, unless, indeed, to be re- 
placed inc. 76 supra. The ‘‘ Cabalians” 
are (as Rawlinson observes) “identified 
by Hdt. with the Lasonians in one 
place, and distinguished from them in 
another '’—unless, indeed, the καί in 8. 
90 be deleted. Moreover, the form of the 
name Καβηλέες varies in the two places. 
Stein alters Καβαλίων into Καβαλέων, 
which is going too far, or not far enough. 
Hdt. here must be supposed to mean 
oe οἱ Myloves that the ‘ Kabalians’ or 
*Kabalees’ were of the old Lydian or 
‘Maionian’ stock; cp. c. 74 supra. 
Καβαλίς as the name of a district 
comprised in Κιβύρα is well known to 
Strabo (630 f.), who adds: λέγονται δὲ 
ἀπόγονοι Λυδῶν οἱ Κιβυρᾶται τῶν xara- 
σχόντων τὴν Καβαλίδα. In Roman times 
‘Cibyra’ was the chief town. The 
district supplied wild beasts for the 
Roman games (cp. Cicero, Epp. ad F. 
8. 4. 5) and suits for the Roman 


Μιλύαι δὲ αἰχμάς τε βραχέας εἶχον καὶ εἵματα 


77. 1 καμηλέες B || 
4 μινύαι B 


᾿ρλῤρ ον adjudication (1. A. δ. 21. 9). 
e population of ‘Kabalis’ and the 
other ‘ Pisidian’ communes was vere 
of the native Anatolian stock, wi 
some miscegenation. That one particular 
division of them had ‘ Kilikian’ armour 
sounds a little improbable: but the 
reference forward, from the army-list to 
the navy-list (c. 91 infra), is remarkable. 
‘Lasonians’ Rawlinson connects with 
the name of the town Lysinia in Livy 
88. 15. 


4. Μιλύαι: Strabo 631 Μιλύα δ᾽ ἐστὶν 
ἡ ἀπὸ τῶν κατὰ Τερμησσὸν στενῶν καὶ 
τῆς εἰς τὸ ἐντὸς τοῦ Ταύρου ὑπερθέσεως 
δι᾿ αὐτῶν ἐπὶ ἼἼἼσινδα παρατείνουσα ὀρεινὴ 
Σαγαλασσοῦ καὶ τῆς ᾿Απαμέων 
χώρας, and this may correspond to the 
use of the name here. Time was when 
the name, according to Hdt., had had 
a wider extension: 1. 178 τὴν γὰρ νῦν 
Λύκιοι νέμονται αὕτη τὸ παλαιὸν ἣν Miduds, 
οἱ δὲ Μιλύαι τότε Σόλυμοι ἐκαλέοντο. 
Strabo (ζ.6.) reports that the ‘ Kabaleis’ 
were considered ‘Solymi’ and Steph. B. 
says that the Pisidians were formerly 
Solymi (sub v. Πισιδία). The ‘Solymi’ 
in that region are Homeric (JU. 6. 184, 
204), and it may be from Mount ‘Solyma’ 
in Lykia (Strabo 666) that Poseidon saw 
Odysseus faring to the land of the 
Phaiakians (Od. δ. 288). ὑπέρκειται δ᾽ 
αὐτῆς (sc. Φασήλιδοε) τὰ Σόλυμα ὄρος καὶ 
Τερμησσὸς Πισιδικὴ πόλις, ἐπικειμένη τοῖς 
στενοῖς δι’ ὧν ὑπέρβασίς ἐστιν εἰς τὴν 
Μιλυάδα. 
τα ἐνεπεπορπέατο. Stein thinks 
an adjective wanting (ποικίλα), but the 
use of the fibula (πόρπη ΞΞ: περόνη) is in 
itself sufficiently remarkable to be speci- 
fied. Aischyl. Prom. 61 has πόρπασον 
(not πόρπησον) from the simple verb, 
but in the compound ἐμπεπορπημένος is 
found even in Attic (L. & S.). The 
construction is as in the notorious 
‘suspensi loculos.’ Cp. c. 90. 


Καβηλέες δὲ of Μηϊΐονες, 77 
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5 ἐνεπεπορπέατο' εἶχον δὲ αὐτῶν τόξα μετεξέτεροι Λύκια, περὶ 


δὲ τῇσι κεφαλῇσι ἐκ διφθερέων πεποιημένας κυνέας. 
18 πάντων ἦρχε Βάδρης ὁ ‘Toraveos. 


τούτων 


Μόσχοι δὲ περὶ μὲν 


τῇσι κεφαλῇσι κυνέας ξυλίνας εἶχον, ἀσπίδας δὲ καὶ αἰχμὰς 


σμικράς: λόγχαι δὲ ἐπῆσαν μεγάλαι. 


Τιβαρηνοὶ δὲ καὶ 


Μάκρωνες καὶ Μοσσύνοικοι κατά περ Μόσχοι ἐσκενασμένοι 


δ ἐνεπορπέατο B 


μοσύνοικοι SV reliqui, Gaisf., van H. 


δ. τόξα Δύκια: cp. ὁ. 76 su 
The exact form of the ‘Lykian’ bow 
would presumably appear in that of 
Pandaros the Lykian as described Ji. 
4.105 ff. τόξον ἐύξοον ἱξάλου αἰγὸς ’Ayplov 
. . Tod κέρα ἐκ κεφαλῆς ἑἐκκαιδεκάδωρα 
πεφύκει, the horns being smoothed and 
dressed, tipped with gold-points (χρυσέη 
κορώνη), and fitted with an ox-sinew, to 
string which it was necessary to rest 
the bow on the ground; but that this 
(Lykian) bow was παλίντονος is not 
expressly asserted. The arrow used by 
Pandaros was tipped with iron. The 
two horns of the bow must have been 
connected and fastened together by a 
bar or handle (τὰ μὲν ἀσκήσας κεραοξόος 
ἤ τέκτων). Only some of the Milyai 

bows. 

6. κννέας : the head-dress is generally 
mentioned first ; these are hide-helmets. 

7. Βάδρης ὁ “Yorrdveos: a Badres ‘of 
Pasargadae’ was admiral in the expedi- 
tion against Barke, 4. 167, 203, but this 
can hardly be the same man. The 
name looks like ‘ Bardes’ = Smerdis. 
Suidas, sub v. Ἱπποκράτης, gives a letter 
written by Artaxerxes to Hystanes, satra 
of Daskyleion (Ἑλλησπόντου ὑπάρχῳ), 
directing him to send the Asklepiad 
up to court. The letter does not look 
authentic, but the satrap’s name is re- 
markable, though apparently ignored 
by Krumbholz, de «εἴας min. satrapis. 

e Hystanes here mentioned might be 
the satrap’s grandfather. 

78. 1. Μόσχοι were in the map of 
Hekataios, Steph. B. sub v. (= Fr. 188), 
‘a division of the Kolchi on the bounds 
of Matiene.’ Strabo 497 agrees, and the 
other names here associated (q.v.) confirm 
the position. A SW. branch of the 
Kaukasos bore apparently the name (ra 
Mocxixa ὄρη, Strabo 61. 492 etc., Plut- 
arch, Pomp. 34), but of the people little 
is known. Pliny 6. 10. mentions 
MM. |} as prommi Armeniae, and 


78. 3 μικράς B 


Moscheni in Pliny Zc. 


4 μοσσύνοικοι ΑΒΕ: 


Armenochalybes as in at ree 
tractusad Iberum amnem. Their land is 
sans 39 first mentioned in the Assyrian 
records of Tiglathpileser I. (1100 B.c.) 
as Meshech; Delitzsch, Wo lag das 
Paradies? The army-list here shifts 
the scene from the SW. to the NE. of 
Asia Minor. Their armature (wooden- 
hats, shields, and small spears with large 
ig supplies a type. Cp. Appendix 

. § 5. 

3. T vol were in Hekataios 
under the name Τίβαροι, cp. Moschi and 
It has been 

roposed to identify them with the 

abali, Tubal, of the Semitic records, 
ἣν Delitzsch, op. cit. Hekataios placed 
them west of the Mossynoiki, and in 
that position they were found by Xeno- 
phon, Anab. 5. δ. 2, in a more accessible 
country. Kotyora, a Greek colony from 
Sinope, was in the said country. 

4. Mdxpeves had also been known to 
Hekataios (Steph. B. sub v.=Fr. 191). 
The Greeks with Xenophon reached the 
Makrones immediately after first sight- 
ing the sea, east of Trapezos and the 
Mosynoiki, Anab. 4. 8. The name 
sounds like Greek ; the Periplus of the 
Euxine identifies them with the Makro- 
kephali (G. Gr. m. i. 410), while Strabo 
548 gives their name, in his time, as 
Σαννοί: yet the conversation reported by 
Xenophon (4. 8. 5) implies a native name 
within reach of Makro. Hdt. 2. 104 
ascribes to them the rite of circumcision. 

oot: also from Hekataios 
(Steph. B. sub v. Xowpddes= Fr. 193). 
Xenophon ed through their country 
before reaching the Tibareni: Anabd. 5. 
4. The name is obviously a Greek 
compound, μόσσυν being presumably 
the native word for the wooden house 
characteristic of the locality, cp. Anabd. 
5. 4. 26, Strabo 549. The name appears 
in some of the late writers as Μοσσυνοί, 
Mossyni (Pliny). Xenophon depicts 


77-79 


ἐστρατεύοντο. 


ΠΟΛΥΜΝΙΑ 
τούτους δὲ συνέτασσον ἄρχοντες olde, Μόσχους 5 


108 


μὲν καὶ Τιβαρηνοὺς ᾿Αριόμαρδος ὁ Δαρείον τε παῖς καὶ 
Πάρμνος τῆς Σμέρδιος τοῦ Κύρου, Μάκρωνας δὲ καὶ Μοσ. 


συνοίκους ᾿Αρταὔκτης ὁ 
Ἑλλησπόντῳ ἐπετρόπευε. 


Χεράσμιος, ὃς 
Μᾶρες δὲ ἐπὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι T9 


Σηστὸν τὴν ἐν 


κράνεα ἐπιχώρια πλεκτὰ εἶχον, ἀσπίδας δὲ δερματίνας μικρὰς 


καὶ ἀκόντια. 


Κόλχοι δὲ περὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι κράνεα 


ξύλινα, ἀσπίδας δὲ ὠμοβοίνας μικρὰς αἰχμάς τε βραχέας, 





5 συνετάσσοντο B 6 ἀριόβαρδος B || παῖς secl. van H. 7 
μοσυνοίκους B 8 αὐτάρκης B || χοράσμιος B, Valla, Holder 79. 1 


ἐπὶ : περὶ van H. 


them as interesting savages: living 
under a chieftain, practising mutilation 
in war, tattooing their children, and 
feeding them up, ‘till they were as 
broad as they were long’; very free are 
their domestic relations, and far from 
agreeable to strangers ; in fact, Xen. de- 
scribes the men, though ‘whites,’ as βαρ- 
βαρωτάτους καὶ πλεῖστον τῶν Ἑλληνικῶν 
νόμων κεχωρισμένον:. 

The Moschi, Tibareni, Makrones, 
Mossynoiki and Mares (cp. next c.) 
make up, according to Hdt. 3. 94, one 
satrapy (xix.). They are not, either here 
or there, presented by Hdt. in strict 
geographical order, as Xenophon’s narra- 
tive may be taken to show. Kawlinson 
observes that the Makrones, Mossynoiki 
and Tibareni had become independent of 
Persia by the time of Xenophon, as 
Anabd. 7. 8. 25 suggests, also that they 
were better armed (Anabd. 4. 8. 8, 5. 4. 
12-13): the two poiuts might be effect 
and cause, but a simpler alternative is 
possible: the Persian suzerainty was 
merely nominal throughout, and Xeno- 
phon’s description of the armature is 
more correct than Hdt.’s. Xenophon 
was an eye-witness. 


son of Artabanos, c. 67. Parmys appears 
in the Harem of Darcios, 3. 88. Cp. c. 
2 supra. 

8. "Apratxrys 6 X vos: cp. co. 33 
supra, 9. 116 ff. infra. e patronymic 
must have occu in the list of ἄρχοντες 
upon which Hdt. has embroidered his 
army-list. Cp. Introduction, §§ 7, 10. 


2, 4 σμικρὰς (bis) C, Stein! 


19. 1. Mapes: Steph. B. sub v., ἔθνος 
προσεχὲς τοῖς ΜἩΜοσσυνοίκοις. ‘Exaraios 
᾿Ασίᾳ. But no other ancient writer 
appears to have mentioned them: Hdt. 
8. 94 puts them in satrapy xix. Their 
helmets are taken from the Paphla- 
gonians, ὁ. 72. 


8. Κόλχοι seem to have been men- 
tioned by Hekataios, op. Steph. B. sud v. 
Képata=Fr. 185. eir dark skin 
shines on Pindar’s page ( 212) : 
their warrior- virgins are known of 
Aischylos (Prom. 422). Hdt. makes 
frequent mention of them: in 1. 104 and 
εν 7 locates them, but hag δεν τὸς enrol 
them in any satrapy: they bring gifts 
at intervals ts the Ling, 3. 97. Bae 
has described the Armenians as rake 
of the Phrygians, c. 78 supra: would he 
not here fave made the oleh ἄποικοι 
of the Egyptians, if the remarkable 
theory, propounded in his ‘ Egyptian 
Logi" 2. 104 f. with an amplitude of 
anthropological method which leaves 
nothing but the facts in doubt, had 
been familiar to him, when he was com- 

ing this army-list? Cp. Intro- 
uction, §§ 7,8. Xenophon encountered 
Kolchi after passing through the country 
of the Makrones, “πα. 4. 8. 8, ie. the 
Kolchi were nearer the sea, and extended 
round from the Phasis westwards a good 
way. Kolchis is well known, of course, 
to Btrabo (497-499) and Arrian (Periplus) 
though the Kolchi only rank as one of 
a number of folks occupying the whole 
territory. 


xpdvea ἔξ. : cp. ὁ. 72 supra. 
4. @poBotvas: cp. c. 76 supra. 
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smpos δὲ μαχαίρας εἶχον. 
Φαρανδάτης ὁ Τεάσπιος. 


τὰ δὲ νησιωτικὰ 


HPOAOTOY ΥΙΣ 


Μαρῶν δὲ καὶ Κόλχων ἦρχε 
᾿Αλαρόδιοι δὲ καὶ Σάσπειρες κατά 
περ Κόλχοι ὡπλισμένοι ἐστρατεύοντο. 
80 ὁ Σιρομίτρεω ἦρχε. 


τούτων δὲ Μασίστιος 
ἔθνεα τὰ ἐκ τῆς 


Ἐρυθρῆς θαλάσσης ἑπόμενα, νήσων δὲ ἐν τῇσι τοὺς ἀνα- 


5 εἶχον 566]. van H. 
ἀλλὰ ῥόδιοι C: ᾿Αλλαρόδιοι z 


5. μαχαίρας: swords, or daggers: 
their armature is typical: cp. Appendix 


II. § 5. 

6. Φαρανδάτης ὁ Ἰοάσπιος : fought 
and probably fell at the battle of Plataia, 
9. 76 tnfra, but hardly his Kolcbians 


with him! Cp. the next ἄρχων. The 
Teas here mentioned is father of 


Sataspes, 4, 48, and an Achaimenid. 
᾿Αλαρόδιοι : mentioned by Steph. 
B. sub v. only on the authority of 
Herodotus, who combines them into one 
satrapy (xvii.) with the Matieni and 
Saspeires (3. 94). Sir Henry Rawlinson 
roposed to identify them with the 
Vrarda or ‘‘ people of Ararat” (see essay 
in Rawlinson’s Hdé. iv.® 245 ff.). They 
would then be much the same as 
‘ Armenians ’—otherwise accounted for 
by Hdt. The ‘Armenians’ of Hat. 
might indeed be a small off-shoot of the 
“ Phrygians,’ i c. 78 supra, while the 
t bulk of the population of Armenia 
lon to an entirely different stock. 
But whence has Hdt. obtained the name? 
pean τὸ : ἃ more or less constant 
quantity with Hdt. but unknown under 
exactly this name to any other writer 
(Steph. B. has Zdwrecpes without any 
citation, a form found in Apoll. Rh. 2. 
397, 1242). Also Ammianus Marc. 22. 
8. 21 has a list of Pontine tribes, which 
includes ‘Sapires et Tibareni et Mossy- 
noeci et Macrones’! op. App. Crit. Hdt. 
4. 37, 40, and 1. 104, 110 places the 
Saspeires between the Medes and the 
Kolchians, and in 8. 94 unites them 
with Matieni and Alarodians to form 
one satrapy (xvii.). Their geographical 
position is therefore indicated as in 
Armenia’: their ethnological identity 
is more doubtful, but the happiest sug- 
gestion is Rawlinson’s, iv.* 228, who 
identifies them with the Iberes (through 
the Abeiris found in Menander: cp. 
Etym. Mag. sub v. Βέχειρ : “Arep, 4. . 
Sdwep. If the Sapeires=Iberes they 


have a long history in later times. 
7. Mactorvs ὁ Σιρομίτρεω : destined 


6 φερενδάτης Β: οὗ c. 67 supra et 9. 76 || 
7 ὁπλισμένοι a 


to figure largely in the Plataean cam- 
paign but in quite a different capacity : 
cp. 9. 20 etc. That there is here no 
forward reference is the more curious 
in view of the note to the name of 
the next ἄρχων. A Siromitres, son of 
Oiobazos, has been already named among 
these ‘ myriarchs’: c. 68 supra. 

80. 1. τὰ ἐκ τῆς *E θαλάσσης. 
The ‘Erythraean sea’ with Hdt. includes 
all the southern waters, our Red Sea, 
Persian Gulf, and Indian Ocean: e.g. 
τὴν νοτίην θάλασσαν τὴν ‘EpvOphy καλεο- 
μένην͵ 4. 87 etc. Here the islands in- 
tended may be thoee in the Persian Gulf, 
a κόλπος θαλάσσης, the distinct existence 
of which Hdt. nowhere recognizes. The 
same title occurs in 8, 93, where the 
islands in question are reckoned, with 
several other tribes, including the Utians 
and Mykians (cp. c. 68 supra) to one 
satrapy Saad 

2. γήσων δέ: an attributive genitive 
extracted out of νησιωτικά supra. 

τοὺς ἀνασπάστους καλεομένουξ : 
cp. 8. 93, where, however, the term ix 
as little explained as here: it evidently 
represents a technical term in Persian 
for ‘exiles’ or ‘transported,’ ‘deported ’ 
persons. Whether they are to be con- 
ceived as persons individually sentenced 
to exile, or as whole tribes and popula- 
tions, torn up and transplanted whole- 
sale, is not quite clear. The word 
ἀνασπαστός is used by Hdt. in the latter 
connexion: e.g. 4. 204 of the Barkaians, 
5. 12 of the Paionians (cp. 6. 9, more 
vaguely): but in no such case is the 
destination the islands here in question, 
bor does it seem likely that the γος 
title was given to various tribes planted 
in various oe of the empire. It re- 
mains to take the term here and in 8. 
93 of individuals undergoing a definite 
sentence of exile, or insular internment 
(such as was not uncommon under the 
Roman Caesars). Ktesias § 40 supplies 
an illustration in the case of Megabyzos, 
who ἀνάσπκαστος δὲ γίνεται eis τὴν ἐρυθρὰν 
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σπάστους καλεομένους κατοικίζει βασιλεύς, ἀγχοτάτω τῶν 


Μηδικῶν εἶχον ἐσθῆτά τε καὶ ὅπλα. 


τούτων δὲ τῶν νησιω- 


τέων ἦρχε Μαρδόντης ὁ Βαγαίου, ὃς ἐν Μυκάλῃ στρατηγέων ς 
δευτέρῳ ἔτεϊ τούτων ἐτελεύτησε ἐν τῇ μάχῃ. 
Ταῦτα ἣν τὰ κατ᾽ ἤπειρον στρατευόμενά τε ἔθνεα καὶ 81 


/ A 4 
τεταγμένα ἐς τὸν πεζόν. 


τούτου ὧν τοῦ στρατοῦ ἦρχον μὲν 


οὗτον οἱ εἰρέαται, καὶ οἱ διατάξαντες καὶ ἐξαριθμήσαντες 
οὗτοι ἦσαν καὶ χιλιάρχας τε καὶ μυριάρχας ἀποδέξαντες, 


ἑκατοντάρχας δὲ καὶ δεκάρχας οἱ μυριάρχαι. 
ἐθνέων ἦσαν ἄλλοι «οἱ» σημάντορες. 


τελέων δὲ καὶ ς 





81. 1 reom.a 


suppl. censeo 


2 τὸν B: τὸ α [| μὲν om. B, Holder 
τάξαντές «τε; καὶ Stein! appr. van H. 5 δὲ: 


3 δια- 
6 οἱ 


re B 





& run πόλει ὀνόματι Κύρται. Ne the 
same time one of the eunu was 
banished to Armenia.) 

4. εἶχον : the plural verb with the 
neuter plural subject (ἔθνεα) is unusual 
in Hdt., but is here softened by the 
personal nature of the subject. Cp. 


Thuc. 4. 88. 1 τὰ τέλῃ . . . αὐτὸν 
ἐξέπεμψαν. 
δ. Μαρδόντης ὁ Βα , 8 ἐν 


Μυκάλῃ κτλ. reappears in 8. 180 with 
his patronymic as one of the admirals 
for 479 B.c.: he fell at Mykale, as re- 
ported here, and again in 9.102. It is 
curious, perhaps, that these islanders 
should be reckoned here in the army- 
list, while their commander reappears 
in the next year (δευτέρῳ ἔτει τοὐτων) 
after, as an admiral of the fleet. A 
Bagaios, son of Artontes, a rs (3. 128) 
as one of the most faithful servants of 
Dareios, in the suppression of the rebel 
Oroites, and may no doubt be here 
recognised. The names Mardontes, 
Mardonios, Madres, Badres, Bardes, 
Bardyia (Smerdis) appear to be con- 
nected with one another and with 
Mdpdos, one of the Persian clans, 1. 125. 

81. 1. orparevépeva, ‘on this oc- 
casion, or ‘asa general rule’? It might 
be either, and Hdt. has perhaps converted 
the ideal or potential muster into the 
actual army of Xerxes at Doriskos. 

2. τὸν πεῖόν seems here to exclude 
the cavalry, which is separately enumer- 
ated, cc. 84 ff. 

pxov μέν. Hdt. draws a clear 
distinction tween (a) the ἄρχοντες, 
twenty-nine in number, just enumerated, 
and two other categories of officers; (δ) 


Myriarchs, Chiliarchs, Hekatontarchs, 
Dekarchs; and (c) the Strategi, or 
Generals, six in number. He also seems 
to distinguish these three classes of 
(Persian) officers from the native com- 
manders. For reasons fully set forth in 
Appendix II. § 5 I believe that Hdt. 
has here fallen into an error. The 
twenty-nine ἄρχοντες just enumerated 
are ‘Myriarchs,’ i.e. commanders of 
nominal regiments of 10,000 men, which 
together with the 10,000 under Hydarnes 
imply a nominal force of 300,000. This 
force is divided into three columns of 
100,000 men, each under two ‘Strategi’ 
(each commanding 50,000). The Chili- 
archs, Hekatontarchs, and Dekarchs are 
all presumably native to the countries, 
of which they are leading the contingents. 
This conception underlies the statement 
next annotated. 

5. τελέων δὲ καὶ τάμε ἦσαν ἀγηχτε 
<ol> : 6 τέλος may 
taken seas Gale of 10,000 men ; the 
ἔθνη are the ethnic units comprised in 
it, under their own native commanders, 
Chiliarchs, Centurions or Hekatontarchs, 
and Dekarchs. The Chiliads, etc., may 
have been in many cases merely of 
nominal strength, and the other sub- 
divisions likewise. ; 

There is a curiously rhythmical ring 
about the words: ἐθνέων ar pierces 
σημάντορες ἦσαν. The word on, p is 
poetical + IT. 4. 481. Had Hdt. poetic 
sources in part for his army-list? That 
might account for the shortcoming of 
his phrase. He says: ‘Of battalions 
and of nations there were other com- 
manders.’ He must have meant: the 


ἦσαν μὲν δὴ οὗτοι 82 
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of περ εἰρέαται ἄρχοντες, ἐστρατήγεον δὲ τούτων τε καὶ τοῦ 
σύμπαντος στρατοῦ τοῦ πεζοῦ Μαρδόνιος τε ὁ Γοβρύεω καὶ 
Τριτανταίχμης ὁ ᾿Αρταβάνον τοῦ γνώμην θεμένου μὴ στρα- 
ς τεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ελλάδα καὶ Σμερδομένης ὁ ᾽Οτάνεω, Δαρείου 
ἀμφότεροι οὗτοι ἀδελφεῶν παῖδες, Ἐέρξῃ δὲ [ἐγίνοντο] ἀνεψιοί, 
καὶ Μασίστης ὁ Δαρείου τε καὶ ᾿Ατόσσης παῖς καὶ Γέργις ὁ 


82. 3 γωβρύεω AB, Holder, van H., Kallenberg, ete. 
α || ordvew Pcorr. 2: ordvews d: draveos reliqui || Aapeiov . . 
7 ἀτόσσης τε καὶ Sapeiov a || παῖς del. 


Sitzler: ἐγίνοντο secl. Stein® 
van H. || γέργης B 


commanders of τέλεα were not the same 


as the commanders of ἔθνεα. I have 
ventured to read ἄλλοι <ol>. 
82. 2. ἐστρατήγεον. The commanders 


or generals of the whole army, or 
infantry, collectively were six in number. 
They are pny in pairs, each pair in 
charge of one great army-oorps, or 
column, perhaps divided between them. 
Their exact relation to the cavalry and 
its commanders is not clearly envi 
by Hdt., cp. c. 88 infra. It might 
be argued from c. 146 infra that these 
commanders were already in commission 
at Sardes. Their appointment, indeed, 
probably dates long before the army 
reached Doriskos, but Tritantaichmes 
and Gergis are perhaps the only ones 
actually covered by the title in ο. 146. 
τοῦ σύμπαντος στρατοῦ τοῦ πεζοῦ. 

The adj. πεζοῦ (agreeing with στρατοῦ) 
may include cavalry, or may exclude it. 
Hdt. here seems to take it as excludin 
the cavalry, but it may fairly be doubted 
whether he oe not 7 ToBpves Ἶ 

8. Μαρδόν τε 0 : ar- 
donios is already well known, and has 
been fully described, c. 5 supra; but 
the repetition of the patronymic here, in 
this solemn connexion would be natural 
enough, even if the list of Strategi had 


been first compiled by Hdt., which is a 
thing not very likely. Probably Hdt. 
here follows his source, in which such 


particulars were given. With Mardonios 
was associated the fourth name, 
Mardonios having perhaps the ἡγεμονίη, 
cp. c. 121. 

4. Τριτανταίχμης ὁ ᾿Αρταβάνον is 
mentioned again, c. 121, as commander 
(with Gergis) of one of the army- 
columns. A Tritantaichmes, son of 
‘Artabazos,’ is mentioned in 1. 192 
as a satrap of Babylonia; that he was 
so ‘at the time of Hdt.’s visit to 


δ (epdopevys 
ἀνεψιοί del. 


Babylon’ (if Hdt. ever did visit Babylon) 
is not asserted or implied in the text, 
and perhaps ’ApraBdyov should be re- 
stored in 1. rie ὴ τῷ 

τοῦ Ὑν ον στρατεύ- 
εσθαι ἐπὶ alc Ἄγ] πῇ Artabance has 
(apparently) been mentioned, cc. 66 
(ey), 75, without such an addition, and 
Tritantaichmes is the fourth son of his 
named among the commanders. Perhaps 
the importance of his command may 
explain the addition, or paar it is 
due to the complexion of the sources. 
Such a title might have suggested to 
Hdt. the developments which he has 
given to ‘the opposition’ of Artabanos, 
cc. 10-18 supra. 

5. Σμῳδομένης ὁ ᾿Οτάνεω appears 
below, c. 121, in conjunction with 
Megabyzos as commander of one of the 
three army-corps. 

The Otanes here mentioned is presum- 
ably Otanes, son of Pharnaspes, cp. c. 40 


supra. 

Aapelov ότεροι οὗτοι ἀδελφεῶν 
ΠΡΟ ἐν οὐπρένο was a son of 
Dareios’ brother, Artabanos ; but Gobryas, 
the father of Mardonios, was not a 
brother of Dareios. He had, however, 
married a sister of Dareios,and Mardonios 
was thus ἀνεψιός to Xerxes. The word 
ἀδελφεῶν might be taken to cover brother 
(ἀδελφεός) and sister (ἀδελφεή), cp. Weir 
Smyth, § 263 p. 235. If the old order 
of the words be preserved we must 
suppose that Otanes, the father of 
Smerdomenes, had, like Gobryas, a 
sister of Dareios to wife, and ἀδελφεῶν 
Ὁ ει χρυ νὰ 

7. Μασίστης ὁ Δαρείον τε καὶ ᾿Α- 
τόσσης wats: consequently full brother 
to Xerxes, cp. o. 2 supra. He appears, 
c. 121, below in association with 
Mardonios, but it is not with their 
column that the king himself marches. 
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᾽Δριάζου καὶ Μεγάβυζος ὁ Ζωπύρου. 
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σύμπαντος στρατοῦ «τοῦ» πεζοῦ χωρὶς τῶν μυρίων" τῶν δὲ 
μυρίων τούτων Περσέων τῶν ἀπολελεγμένων ἐστρατήγεε μὲν 
Ὑδάρνης ὁ Ὕδάρνεος, ἐκαλέοντο δὲ ἀθάνατοι οἱ ἸΠέρσαι οὗτοι 
ἐπὶ τοῦδε" εἴ τις αὐτῶν ἐξέλειπε τὸν ἀριθμὸν ἢ θανάτῳ ς 
βιηθεὶς ἢ νούσῳ, ἄλλος ἀνὴρ ἀραίρητο, καὶ ἐγίνοντο οὐδαμὰ 


8 ἀρίζου α || μεγάβυξος A 


Holder, van H.: στρατοῦ πεζοῦ a: πεζοῦ B 


83. 1 τοῦ σύμπαντος πεζοῦ Stein! 3, 
δ διὰ τάδε ἐπὶ τοῦδε a || 


ἐξέλειπε B, Stein®: ἐξέλιπε AB, Stein!, Holder: ἐκλίποι Stein*, van H. 
6 βιηθεὶς AB: βιαθεὶς R: βιωθὲὶς SV: βιασθεὶς CPs 


He was afterwards ‘present’ at the 
battle of Mykale (as one of the Strategi), 
9. 107, and nearly lost his life in a 
quarrel with Artayntes, one of the 
admirals. He was thereafter satrap of 
Baktria (9. 113) and one of the victims 
of that atrocious domestic tragedy, in 
which the foul lust of Xerxes and the 
cruel revenge of Amestris are the leading 
dramatic mofz/s (9. 108-118). 

w ὁ ᾿Αριάζουν: mentioned 
afterwards (c. 121) in association with 
Tritantaichmes as commander of the 
army-division with which the king 
himself marched. Otherwise neither 
he, nor his father, is known to fame, 
notwithstanding the exalted position he 
occupies on this occasion. 

8. Μεγάβυζος ὁ Ζωπύ It would 
have been strange for Hdt. to pass over 
this name without comment in this 
place, or reference, had he been ac- 

uainted with the reputed feat of this 
,opyros, and the fate of the younger 
Zopyros, as narrated (afterwards) 3. 
150-160. One might even suspect that 
this passage had been originally composed 
before the date of Megabyzos’ command 
in Egypt 456 Β.ο. (Busolt iii. $28). In 
any case it supports the hypothesis of 
the prior composition of Books 7-9 ; cp. 
Introduction § 8. 

83. 2. τῶν pvplev: cp. c. 55 supra, 
where ol μύριοι Ἰ]έρσαι cross the bridge 
before all the rest of the host. 

3. ἐστρατήγεε μὲν “Ὑδάρνης ὁ “YSdp- 
veos. Hydarnes, the commander (Myri- 
arch) of the Ten Thousand Immortals, 
is here given a place co-ordinate with 
the six Strategi, τοῦ σύμπαντος πέζου 
numbering (accord. to Hdt.), without 
the Immortals, 1,690,000, or 281,6663 
per δὲ τόκον Ὅῃ This co-ordination is 
absurd. If Hydarnes and the six 
Strategi were on a level, then each of 


them commanded 10,000 men, and the 
total foot amounted to some 70,000. If 
the total army, or infantry, amounted 
to $00,000, then Hydarnes’ proper place 
is with the twenty-nine ἄρχοντες or 
Myriarchs already named, though as 
Myriarch of ‘The Immortals’ he may 
very well have had a higher brevet 
rank. He figures largely in the sub- 
sequent campaign (cp. ὁ. 215 infra). 
He belongs to the very highest nobility. 
His father, Hydarnes, was one of the 
Immortal Seven, 3. 70 (cp. 6. 183), his 
brother is presumably Sisamnes, the 
commander {Myriarch) of the Arians, 
c. 66 supra ; op. also c. 185 infra. 

4. ἐκαλέοντο. . tylvovro. The past 
tense is a little curious, as Hdt. might 
surely have predicated this immortality of 
the Guards in his own day. It seems to 
show that he is not here writing from 
his own knowledge or observation, but 
reproducing his authority (source), 
probably a written one. This observa- 
tion leads to the further remark that 
this passage is presumably of early 
composition. 

varo.: Hdt. is following his 
sources rather closely, or he might have 
been expected to have used this term for 
the Ten Thousand at the crossing of the 
bridge, c. 55 supra. 

5. ἐπί, ‘in consequence (honour) of’ ; 
cp. cc. 40 supra, 198 infra. 

we τὸν ἄριθμον, ‘left the 
number incomplete’ (L. & S.), ‘made 
the number incomplete’ (Macaulay), but 
no parallel is quoted. Is it not rather 
‘left (quitted) the number,’ ἄριθμος being 
used somewhat sriaaheags α and almost 
as=rTods ἀριθμουμένου: ῖ The indicative 
mood is forcible. ἘΠ Seat 

6 : the pluperfect has per- 
i ral force, though 


hape no particular tem 
at the successor 


here it might mean 


οὗτοι ἦσαν στρατηγοὶ τοῦ 88 


108 


οὔτε πλεῦνες μυρίων οὔτε ἐλάσσονες. 


HPOAOTOY ΨΙΙ 


κόσμον δὲ πλεῖστον 


παρείχοντο διὰ πάντων Πέρσαι, καὶ αὐτοὶ ἄριστοι ἦσαν. 
σκευὴν μὲν τοιαύτην εἶχον ἥ περ εἴρηται, χωρὶς δὲ χρυσὸν 
10 ἄφθονον ἔχοντες ἐνέπρεπον, ἁρμαμάξας τε ἅμα ἤγοντο, ἐν δὲ 
παλλακὰς καὶ θεραπηίην πολλήν τε καὶ εὖ ἐσκενασμένην" 
σῖτα δέ σφι, χωρὶς τῶν ἄλλων στρατιωτέων, κάμηλοί Te καὶ 


ὑποζύγια ἦγον. 


ἹἽππεύει δὲ ταῦτα τὰ ἔθνεα" πλὴν οὐ πάντα παρείχετο 
apex 


8 Πέρσαι secl. Dobree appr. van H. 


9 ταύτην vel οἴηπερ malit 


van H. || χρυσόν re πολλὸν καὶ B, Stein! 2, Holder: re πολλὸν καὶ om. 


Stein®: πολλὸν χρυσὸν καὶ a: χρυσὸν πολλόν τε καὶ van H. 


84. 1 


ἵππενεῖ Stein, van H. || Nonne πάντα post ἔθνεα suppleveris ἢ 


‘had been’ already appointed or desig- 
nated, during the man’s life. 

7. κόσμον is military discipline, or 
rather its result ; 3% c. 86 supra, 8. 60, 
86, 9. 69, etc. The concrete meaning 
of ‘ornaments,’ as in 3. 128, is rare in 
Hdt. He is here, indeed, comparin 
the Persians with other ‘ barbarians, 
uot with Greeks. But he allows them 
ἀρετή (ἄριστοι) even in the latter com- 
parison. Cp. 9. 62. 

ὃ. διὰ πάντων: is it masculine 
oe all the barbarians’), or neuter 
(‘in all respects’)? The former is 
borne out by the locus classicus, I. 12. 
108-4 οἱ γάρ of εἴσαντο διακριδὸν εἶναι 
ἄριστοι Τῶν ἄλλων μετά γ᾽ αὐτόν" ὁ 3’ 
pid eo καὶ διὰ wdyrwr. Baehr and 
others give the force of πρό (prac) to διά 
in this phrase. 

. f wep εἴρηται : so. in c. 61 supra, 
the first reference by the writer baok- 
wards in this Book. 

10. évérpewov : 
rather a poetical wo 

ap as: c. 41 supra. 

11. ακάς : cp. the anecdote of 
the Koan, 9. 76. 

12. χωρίς: the word is used three 
times in this c., twice with the genitive, 
once absolutely: such iteration is rather 
thin in style. Hdt. does not seem 
quite at his ease in reviewing these 

mae ‘ Ξ 

κ t: cp. α. 86 infra. This 
was prebitly the drat occasion on which 
the camel made his appearance in Greece 
(though Mr. Evans has found something 
like a camel on an early Kretan seal, cp. 
J.H.S. xiv. 1894, p. 341).  Agesilaos, 
on his return from Asia in 394 B.o., 
brought with him, by the same route as 


i c. 67 supra; 


Xerxes, some camels which he had cap- 
tured at the battle on the Paktolos, and 
which evidently made some sensation at 
home. Cp. Xenoph. Hell. 8. 4. 24, 4. 2. 8. 
84. 1. δὲ ταῦτα τὰ ἔθνεα. 
Stein takes ταῦτατετάδε to refer to the 
coming list, on the ground that some of 
the previously-named nations could not 
furnish cavalry : (which ?): he also notes 
the stylistic inconsequence of the tenses, 
and once proposed (cp. App. Crit.) to 
change ἱππεύει into trweve to harmonise 
with παρείχετο. A better alternative 
might be to insert πάντα after ἔθνεα. 

6 Cavairy-list which follows (cc. 
84-86) is somewhat suspicious. Eleven 
names of nations supplying cavalry are 

iven, but three of these, Arabians 
camels), Libyans (chariots), Indians 
(chariots and xéAnres) may be removed, 
leaving eight nations to furnish 80,000 
cavalry. As 12,000 Persians and 8000 
Sagartians may be subtracted, six 
myriads are left to be supplied by six 
nations. One of the names of the six is 
doubtful. If Stein's Πάκτυες be adopted, 
then the Sagartians are the only folk 
supplying cavalry who hsve not alrcady 
been named and described in the in- 
fantry-list. If there were forty-six 
nations represented in the infantry, it 
seems unlikely that only eight were 
represented in the cavalry; and vice 
versa if the cavalry-list is good, and eight 
to twelve nations farnished that, were 
there forty-six supplying infantry ἴ 
Stein understands ἱππεύει ταῦτα be 
introducing an ideal or potential list, 
reduced in παρείχετο to the actual 
dimensions on the given occasion. It is 
likely enough that both infantry- and 
cavalry-lists are rather ideals of the 
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ἵππον, ἀλλὰ τοσάδε μοῦνα, Πέρσαι μὲν τὴν αὐτὴν éoxeva- 
σμένοε καὶ ὁ πεζὸς αὐτῶν" πλὴν ἐπὶ τῇσι κεφαλῇσι εἶχον 
ἔνιος αὐτῶν καὶ χάλκεα καὶ σιδήρεα ἐξεληλαμένα ποιήματα. 
εἰσὶ δὲ τινὲς νομάδες ἄνθρωποι Σαγάρτιοι καλεόμενοι, ἔθνος 85 
μὲν Περσικὸν καὶ φωνῇ, σκενὴν δὲ μεταξὺ ἔχουσι πεποιη- 
μένην τῆς τε Περσικῆς καὶ τῆς Πακτυϊκῆς" οἱ παρείχοντο 
μὲν ἵππον ὀκτακισχιλίην, ὅπλα δὲ οὐ νομίζουσι ἔχειν οὔτε 
χάλκεα οὔτε σιδήρεα ἔξω ἐγχειριδίων, χρέωνται δὲ σειρῇσι ς 
πεπλεγμένῃσι ἐξ ἱμάντων: ταύτῃσι πίσυνοι ἔρχονται ἐς πόλεμον. 
ἡ δὲ μάχη τούτων τῶν ἀνδρῶν ἦδε' ἐπεὰν συμμίσγωσι τοῖσι 
πολεμίοισι, βάλλουσι τὰς σειρὰς én’ ἄκρῳ βρόχους ἐχούσας" 
ὅτευ δ᾽ ἂν τύχῃ, ἤν τε ἵππον ἤν τε ἀνθρώπου, ἐπ᾽’ ἑωυτὸν 
ὅλκει" of δὲ «ὡς» ἐν Epxect ἐμπαλασσόμενοι διαφθείρονται. το 
τούτων μὲν αὕτη ἡ μάχη, καὶ ἐπετετάχατο ἐς τοὺς Πέρσας. 86 


8 ἐπὶ: περὶ van H. 4 ἔνιοι a: μετεξέτεροι ἔνιοι B: μετεξέτεροι 
Weaseling, Holder, van H. 85. 1 σαργάτιοι B, Valla 2 καὶ 
φωνῇ del. Sitzler: φωνῇ < xpedpevov Περσικῇ-» Stein: <yével re> καὶ 
φωνῇ van H. 4 ov νομίζουσι a: οὐνομάζουσι B || ἔχειν del. Naber, 
van H. 5 ἔξω ἐγχειριδίων a: ἐκτὸς ἐγχειριδίου B 6 τῇσι B 


10 ὡς supp. Stein? || ἐν om. B 


nations in the Persian empire who might 
furnish soldiers than an authentic list of 
the actual contingents furnished in the 
expedition of 480 B.c. 

2. 4: the number of Persian 
horse accounted for in c. 55 is 12,000; 
but cp. notes ad ὦ. 

4. : were there any but the 
officers thus protected? (cp. 9. 22), or 
was there also a corps d'dlite of cavalry ? 

ἐξεληλαμένα ποιήματα, ‘helmets 
of wrought bronze and iron.’ ποιήματα, 
cp. 4. 5. 
96. 1, Σαγάρτιοι: here introduced and 
described as hitherto unknown, are in- 
cluded in one satrapy (xiv.) with 
Sarangians, Thamanaians, Utians, My- 
kians, and the Islanders from the 
Persian Guif, 3. 98, while in 1. 125 they 
are enumerated as one of the four 
‘nomad’ clans (γένεα) of Persians. 
Those passages look like later informa- 
tion, and support the idea that this 
Book is of earlier composition. The 
Sagartians appear to be a γένος or ἔθνος 
of Psiaians. nomad and wandering over 
the south - Iranian ion. Yet one of 
the rebellions quelled by Dareios was 
headed by a davartian named Sitra- 
tachmes, who set up as ‘‘the King of 


86. 1 ἐτετάχατο Naber, van H. 


Sagartia,” and claimed descent from 
Kyaxares (Behistun Inscrip. iii. 14), 
which would rather s t a Median, or 
pore a ‘Skythian’ connexion (if the 
ast kings of Media were ‘Skyths’). 

5. σειρῇσι wew ντων. 
The use of the lasso, which we are apt 
to associate with the N.A. Indians and 
the cow-boys of the West, is ascribed to 
the Persians in the Shahnahmeh, to the 
Parthians by Suidas, sub v. σειρά to the 
Sauromatae by Pausanias, 1. 21. 8, and 
is even found represented on the Assyrian 
monuments in the B. M. (cp. Rawlinson). 
The lasso was not then a peculiarity of the 
‘Sagartians,’ nor is it likely that their 
lasso was liar as formed of plaited 
thongs. e description given by Hdt. 
in the present of the manner in which 
the lasso was used is clear enough, but 
it is remarkable that no instance of its 
employment is recorded during the cam- 

ign. The description, in fact, is not 

upon memories of the actual fight- 
ing, much less upon official Persian lists. 

10. ἐν ἔρκαεσι ‘en- 
tangled in the coils.’ ἐμπ. in Thue. 7. 
84. 3 absolutely. 

86. 1. ἐπετετάχατο és τοὺς Πέρσαε: 
at Doriskos! For they do not figure at 
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Μῆδοι δὲ τήν περ ἐν τῷ πεζῷ εἶχον σκευήν, καὶ Κίσσιοι 
ὡσαύτως. Ἰνδοὶ δὲ σκενῇ μὲν ἐσεσάχατο τῇ αὐτῇ καὶ ἐν 
τῷ πεζῷ, ἤλαυνον δὲ κέλητας καὶ ἅρματα: ὑπὸ δὲ τοῖσι 
ς ἅρμασι ὑπῆσαν ἵπποι καὶ ὄνοι ἄγριοι. Βάκτριοι δὲ ἐσκευάδατο 
ὡσαύτως καὶ ἐν τῷ πεζῷ, καὶ Κάσπιοι ὁμοίως, Λίβυες δὲ καὶ 
αὐτοὶ κατά περ ἐν τῷ πεζῴ" ἤλαυνον δὲ καὶ οὗτοι πάντες 
ἅρματα. ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως 1 Κάσπιοι καὶ Παρικάνιοι ἐσεσάχατο 
ὁμοίως καὶ ἐν τῷ πεζῷ. ᾿Αράβιοι δὲ σκευὴν μὲν εἶχον τὴν 

τοαὐτὴν καὶ ἐν τῷ πεζῷ, ἤλαυνον δὲ πάντες καμήλους «ἐς» 
ταχυτῆτα οὐ λειπομένας ἵππων. 

87 Taira τὰ ἔθνεα μοῦνα ἱππεύει. ἀριθμὸς δὲ τῆς ἵππου 
ἐγένετο ὀκτὼ μυριάδες, πάρεξ τῶν καμήλων καὶ τῶν ἁρμάτων. 


8 Κάσπειροι Reiz: Κάσιοι Larcher : Πάκτνες Stein : Κάσπιοι codd., del. 
Sitzler (Κασπίοις «-σι 7». Laird) 10 ἐς coni. Stein? 11 ταχυτῆτι B, 


Holder, van H. 


the bridge! Had they reached Doriskos 
by sea? Cp. c. 59 supra. 

2. Μῆδοι: c. 62 supra. 

K u: ibid. 

8. ᾿Ινδοί : 0. 65 supra. 

4. κέληταβ καὶ ἅρματα. κέλης may 
mean a swift charger, suitable for light 
cavalry, or perhaps simply ‘a riding 
horse’ in distinction to the chariot-horse. 
It may also mean, as in 8. 94 infra, 
a light, swift vessel. That Indians 
brought chariots overland from the 
Pundjab to Greece is hardly credible. 
Even the Kypriotes have left theirs at 
home (cp. 5. 118). Nothing, indeed, is 
heard of chariots in the actual cam- 

igning. The chariots here are intro- 

uced, perhaps, to please the poets! 
Cp. gore Persai 84, and c. 140 wnfra. 

5. xrpror: 6. 64 supra. 

6. Κάσπιοι: o. 67 supra. If the 
name stands here, it must not stand just 
below, and so vice versa. 

ὁμοίως. Not ‘like the l>aktrians,’ 
but ὡσαύτως καὶ ἐν τῷ πεζῷ (cp. 67). 

Λίβνεαε : c. 81 supra. Their 
chariots would not have been much use, 
and what a way to take them (via 
Egypt, Abydos, to Doriskos? or direct 
by sea ἢ). 
' 8 Κάσπιοι: read Πάκτυες, an 
emendation by Stein for the mss. Kd- 
σπιοι, which is impossible in view of the 
occurrence of the word just above ; cp. 
App. Crit. Stein’s suggestion is the 
best, because, of the 8 (11) ethnic names 


87. 1 ἵππευεν B, Schaefer, Gaisford, Holder, van H. 


in the cavalry-list, Zaydprin is the 
only one which has not occurred in the 
infantry-list, and the only one which 
has here a description of the armature 
appended. Πάκτυες also ocours there 
(c. 67), and ἡ Πακτυικὴ oxevi is referred 
to just above (c. 85), but neither of the 
other two suggested names has occurred 
before; one or other would therefore 
have had something more‘of a desorip- 
tive note here. ird’s emendation 
destroys one of the eight names, and 
makes the sentence objectionable. 
Παρικάνιοι : c. 68 supra. 

9. ᾿Αράβιοι: c. 69 supra. 

10. καμήλους: cp. c. 83 supra. These 
are not sumpter beasts but war animals. 
They are not mentioned at Plataia. But 
cp. c. 125 infra. 

87. 1. ἱππεύει preserves the same tone 
as the first word of c. 84. 

2. ὀκτὼ μυριάδες : the figure is in- 
credibly large for the actual campaign, 
but not so gross an e ration as the 
figures for the foot; the method of 
numbering is not specified (cp. c. 60 
supra), nor are the items specified, ex- 
cept for the Sagartii, c. 85 supra, and 
in quite a different connexion for the 
‘Persians’ (op. cc. 40, 55 supra). The 
way in which eight myriads were reached 
is obvious, viz. by allowing a myriad 
for each of the eight nations furnishing 
cavalry. The actual numbers were per- 
li a Cp. next c. and Appendix 
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οἱ μέν νυν ἄλλοι ἱππέες ἐτετάχατο κατὰ τέλεα, ᾿Αράβιοι δὲ 
ἔσχατοι ἐπετετάχατο" ἅτε γὰρ τῶν ἵππων οὔτι ἀνεχομένων 
τὰς καμήλους, ὕστεροι ἐτετάχατο, ἵνα μὴ φοβέοιτο τὸ ἱππικόν. ς 
ἵππαρχοι δὲ ἦσαν ᾿Αρμαμίθρης τε καὶ Τίθαιος Δάτιος παῖδες. 88 
ὁ δὲ τρίτος oft συνίππαρχος Φαρνούχης κατελέλειπτο ἐν 
Σάρδισι νοσέων. ὡς γὰρ ὁρμῶντο ἐκ Σαρδίων, ἐπὶ συμφορὴν 
περιέπεσε ἀνεθέλητον' ἐλαύνοντε γάρ οἱ ὑπὸ τοὺς πόδας τοῦ 
ἵππου ὑπέδραμε κύων, καὶ ὁ ἵππος οὐ προϊδὼν ἐφοβήθη τες 
καὶ στὰς ὀρθὸς ἀπεσείσατο τὸν Φαρνούχεα, πεσὼν δὲ αἷμά 
τε ἤμεε καὶ ἐς φθίσιν περιῆλθε ἡ νοῦσος. τὸν δὲ ἵππον 
αὐτίκα κατ ἀρχὰς ἐποίησαν ὡς ἐκέλευε: ἀπαγαγόντες οἱ 
οἰκέται ἐς τὸν χῶρον ἐν τῷ περ κατέβαλε τὸν δεσπότην, ἐν 
τοῖσι γούνασι ἀπέταμον τὰ σκέλεα. Φαρνούχης μὲν οὕτω 10 
παρελύθη τῆς ἡγεμονίης. 

Τῶν δὲ τριηρέων ἀριθμὸς μὲν ἐγένετο ἑπτὰ καὶ διηκόσιαι 89 


4 ἐτετάχατο B 
suspecta 
καταλέλειπτο Apr. SV 


ἐπεσεα: ἐνέπεσε B, Sitzler, Holder 


5 ὕστατοι malit van H. || ἵνα. 
88. 1 Τιθαῖος Lehrs 


. ἱππικόν eidem 
2 κατελέλειπτο BAcorr. R: 


3 Σαρδίων ἐπὶ «τὸν ᾿Ελλήσποντον, ἐνθαῦτα 
és> Sitzler: Σαρδίων, συμφορῇ περιέπεσε ἀνεθελή 


van H. 4 περι- 
8 οἱ οἱκέται ὡς ἐκέλευε" ἐς τὸν 


χῶρον ἐν τῷ περ κατέβαλε τὸν δεσπότην ἀγαγόντες σὺν B 


8. τέλεα, i.e. myriads, cp. ο. 81. 

4. ἅτε yap κτλ. : cp. 1.80. The re- 
mark might perhape apply to the baggage- 
train, and also help to explain why no 
one in Greece ever saw these camels. 

88. 1. ἵππαρχοι: three apparently in 
number, each commanding a myriad 
(nominal strength) and attached to one 
of the three army-corps, and presumably 
subordinated to the στρατηγοί (cp. cc. 
81, 82). As the ‘ Persians’ supplied one 
(probably commanded by Pharnouches, 
to whom Masistios succeeded, see below), 
the two sons of Datis, the Mede, divided 
the command of the two myriads sup- 
plied by the rest of the nations. (If 
there were finally only two ‘ Hipparchs’ 
in all, there were probably only 20,000 
cavalry in all.) 

*AppaplOpns τε καὶ Τίθαιος Adrios 
παῖδες : nothing more is known of them; 
for the father cp. c. 74 supra. Hadt. 
does not repeat the note upon his name. 

2. Papvotxyns: probably a Persian, 
but not elsewhere mentioned. He was 

resumably in command of the Persian 
orse, as it left Sardes, cc. 40, 41 supra ; 
it is curious that the ominous disaster 


which occurred to him was not reported 
there, or in c. 57. Cp. note to c. 87 
supra. 
8. ἐπὶ συμφορὴν περιέπεσε ἀνεθέλητον : 
the construction is unusual; but cp. 
App. Crit. For ἀνεθέλητος, c. 138 infra ; 
the word of positive mischief is avoided, 


& disease ; cp. Aristot. . ἮΝ. 7. 8. 1= 
1160 Ὁ ἔοικε γὰρ ἡ μὲν μοχθηρία τῶν 
γοσημάτων οἷον ὑδέρῳ καὶ φθίσει ἡ δ᾽ 
ἀκρασία τοῖς ἐπιληπτικοῖς. The more 
usual Attic term was φθόη, vid. L. & 8. 

τὸν δὲ ἵππον κτλ. Was the treat- 
ment of the horse an act of stupid 
revenge, or of superstitious sacrifice f 
The horse as a sacrificial animal, c. 118 


infra. 

11, τῆς v(ys. Presumably Masis- 
tios succeeded him (9. 20), though Hat. ° 
does not expressly say so. 

89. 1. τῶν δὲ τρι : 
to the Nuvy-list, and at once gives the 
total of ships—1207. This total was 
in itself the easiest to ascertain ; it has 


Hdt. passes 


113 
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καὶ χίλιαι, παρείχοντο δὲ αὐτὰς olde, Φοίνικες μὲν σὺν Σύροισι 
τοῖσι ἐν τῇ Παλαιστίνῃ τριηκοσίας, ὧδε ἐσκευασμένοι" περὶ 
μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι κυνέας εἶχον ἀγχοτάτω πεποιημένας τρόπον 
ς τὸν ᾿Ελληνικόν, ἐνδεδυκότες δὲ θώρηκας λινέους, ἀσπίδας δὲ 


ἔτυς οὐκ ἐχούσας εἶχον καὶ ἀκόντια. 


οὗτοι δὲ οἱ Φοίνικες τὸ 


παλαιὸν οἴκεον, ws αὐτοὶ λέγουσι, ἐπὶ τῇ Ἐρυθρῇ θαλάσσῃ, 


89. 2 Σύροισι Stein: συρίοισι 
5 ἀσπίδας τε SV 


a plausible air; it corresponds to the 
items given for the several contingents ; 
and it is apperently confirmed by 
Aischylos, Persat 341. It has, therefore, 
been generally accepted ; but there are 
some reasons against its acceptance: 
(i.) Other ancient authorities give dif- 
ferent totals, cp. Appendix II. § 5. (ii) 
The fleet was probably commandeered 
in round pumbers, in ‘decads,’ in 
hundreds—perhaps a ‘chiliad’ was the 
regulative total ; no other Persian fleet 
ever appears with a nominal total ex- 
rasaied by an uneven figure.  (iii.) 
Aischylos, far from supporting Hdt.’s 
total, destroys it; for (1) Aischylos’ 
figure is for Salamis, Hdt.’s for Doriskos, 
and (2) Hdt.’s figure may have been 
reached by misunderstanding ΤΟΝ 
with whom the total is the (ideal) 
chiliad, and the 207 ὑπέρκομποι τάχει 
are included, not additional ships. See 
Appendix IT. de. 

2. Polvixes: the description and 
particulars regarding the Phoenician 
who have figured largely in each an 
every book from A to Z, are rather 
belated and out of place, on the sup- 

ition that Bks. 1-6 were written 

fore Bk. 7. It might be said, indeed, 
that Hadt. is clinging to his sources for 
the army- and navy-list, and thus 
comes to introduce an account of the 
Phoenicians, including their origin ; but 
(i.) the army- and navy-lists are highly 
composite structures, apparently com- 
fled from 8 ἈΠΟῪ of sources by Hdt. 

imself; cp. In uction, § 10. 

(ii.) The absence of a more detailed 
account of the Phoenicians at some 

revious stage of the work, as we now 
ve it, is best explained on the sup- 
position that this was, 80 to 
speak, ‘already in type’ when the 
introductory Logi came to be written. 
Cp. Introduction, 88 7, 8. 
Σύροισι τοῖσι ἐν τῇ Παλαιστί 
would cover Canaanites, Jews, an 


4 τρόπον τοῦ “Ἑλληνικοῦ van H. 


6 roa: τὰ B, van H. 


Philistines, and any other elements in 
‘Palestine.’ Rawlinson (ad 1.) doubts 
whether any Jews served in the forces 
of Xerxes, least of all in the fleet: 
‘*in the time between Zerubbabel and 
Ezra they were too weak to be of any 
account.” The Philistines were them- 
selves of Greek, or at least of Aegean, 
origin, but were hardly of much account 
compared with the ‘ Phoenicians’: 
Askalon, Ashdod, and Gaza were their 
chief coast towns. Παλαιστίνῃ is etymo- 
logically as well as historically the 
country of the ‘Philistines’; but the 
geographical note with which this chapter 
concludes is hardly necessary after Bks. 
1-3 ; cp. especially 8. 5. 

8. tpinxoolas: the 300 may be, like 
the similar round numbers for other 
items, and for totals, a nominal or 
regulative number; but estimates of 
fleets are constantly given in tens and 
hundreds, and are apparently to be taken 


as substantially exact. 
ὧδε box The ‘Phoenician’ 
armature, like Phoenician civilisation 


aera is of eclectic character ; quasi- 
ellenic helmets, ptian corslets, 
targets without metal fittings, Anatolian 
javelins. But perhaps the Phoenician 

elmet was rather Assyrian or Egyptian 
than Hellenic. 


5. θώρηκας λινέονυς : cp. c. 63 supra. 
ἀσπίδας Ἔν ice οὐκ ἐχοώσον, cp. 
c. 75 supra. 
7. οἴκεον, ὧ αὐτοὶ ἐπὶ τῇ 
ρῇ , Le. in the south of 
Arabia, the true home of the Semite, 
cp. cc. 80 and 69 supra. The statement 
is in a sense true, and the ‘ Phoenicians’ 
(whose connexion whether with Punt or 
with Fench is doubtful) may have remem- 
bered their own origin, though Hdt.'s 
reference to source and authority in such 
cases is rarely convincing (cp. Introduc- 
tion, § 10). In 1. 2 the same origin is 
predicated of the Phoenicians without a 
reference, or perhaps on the authority of 
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ἐνθεῦτεν δὲ ὑπερβάντες τῆς Συρίης οἰκέουσι τὸ παρὰ θάλασσαν" 
τῆς δὲ Συρίης τοῦτο τὸ χωρίον καὶ τὸ μέχρι Αἰγύπτου πᾶν 


Παλαιστίνη καλέεται. 


Αὐγύπτιοι δὲ νέας παρείχοντο διηκοσίας. 10 


οὗτοι δὲ εἶχον περὶ μὲν τῇσι κεφαλῇσι κράνεα χηλευτά, 


3 ’ 


ἀσπίδας δὲ κοίλας, τὰς ἵτυς μεγάλας ἐχούσας, καὶ δόρατά τε 


ναύμαχα καὶ τύχους μεγάλους. 


φόροι ἦσαν, μαχαίρας δὲ μεγάλας εἶχον. 


τὸ δὲ πλῆθος αὐτῶν θωρηκο- 


’ 4 
ἐστάλατο, Κύπριοι δὲ παρείχοντο νέας πεντήκοντα καὶ ἑκατόν, 


ἐσκενασμένοε ὧδε: τὰς μὲν 


κεφαλὰς εἱἷλίχατο μέτρῃσι οἱ 


11 χηλευτὰ B: πλεκτὰ χηλευτὰ Apr. B: πλεκτὰ supersc. verbo eraso 
ΑΞ: ‘yxnAevra ex Hdto citat Pollux 7. 83 et interpr. ra πλεκτά᾽ Gaisf. 
13 post ναύμαχα glossema add. AA? ὄρυξ. λιθοξοϊκὸν ἐργαλεῖον : idem post 


τύχους P™ 2, cp. Stein], Gaisf. 


90. 2 ἐστάλατο Dobree: ἐσταλά- 


Sato B: ἐστελάδατο a: ἐσκευάδατο Parisinus 2933: ἐστολίδατο Naber 


‘Persian writers,’ a further hint of the 
priority of this passage. 

10. Αἰγύπτιοι. It is a wonder to find 
Egyptians at sea, or supplying a fleet, of 
200 ships; it is also a wonder that no 
Egyptians have appeared in the land 
army. Hdt. assigns the aristeia on the 
Persian side to the Kgyptian vessels in 
the second engagement off Artemision 8. 
17, and the satrap of Egypt, the king’s 
brother, Achaimenes, is one of the chief 
admirals, c. 97 infra. (Diodorus 11. 17. 
2, incidentally mentions them at Salamis.) 
Aischylos seems to recognize tian 
forces both by land and by sea, the latter 
drawn from ‘‘the marshes” (cp. 2. 94 
and Thno. 1. 110), Baehr. On the other 
hand the Egyptians, after Salamis, are 
landed and joined to the infantry, 9. 82, 
g.v. It would be convenient to get rid 
of these Egyptian ships altogether ; the 
‘Aristeia’ might be put down to the 
credit of Egyptian Fpibatai, and Dio- 
dorus would not bind us; the position 
of the Egyptian satrap is harder to 
explain. Blakesley suggests that the 
rowers were Egyptians, and that the 
ships, though paid for by Egypt, were 
‘navigated’ by Phoenicians; but he 
ignores the ‘Epibatai’ and the ‘ Nav- 
arch.’ 

11. οὗτοι : the description of the 
armour could, of course, only apply to 
the ἡ ἀν φάμν who, on Hat.’s calculation, 
would amount to 6000 men: cp. c. 184 
infra. 

κράνεα χηλευτά. 
VOL. I PT. I 


χήλη Means, 


among other things, a knitting-needle ; 
and χηλευτά here may mean ‘ plaited’ 
or ‘knitted.’ The material was appar- 
ently ‘reeds’: πλεκτὰ ἐκ σχοίνου (Hesy- 
chius); op. Pollux 7. 83 μάλιστα δὲ 
οὕτως ὠνόμαζον τὰ τῶν σχοίνους πλεκόν- 
των, ὡς καὶ κράνη χηλευτὰ τὰ πλεκτὰ 
Ἡρόδοτον λέγειν" καὶ Εὔπολις “" σκύτινα 
χηλεύει": but the last words suggest 
that the term might have been applied 
to helmets plaited of leather (cf. c. 68 
supra). ; 

12. κοίλας, ‘capacious’; cp. 4. 2. 

δόρατα ναύμαχα. ξυστὰ ν. JT. 15. 
389, 677; “" ing-pikes,” Rawlinson. 

13. τύχονξ, pole-axes; ‘‘ from its re- 
semblance to a mason’s pick,” 1, ἃ 8. 
sub υ. τύκο:. 

90. 2. ἐστάλατο: 1.6. ἐστολισμένοι 
ἦσαν. ‘‘Schweighaeuseriana lectio ἐστα- 
λάδατο ὁ duabus scripturis orta vide- 
batur: ἐστάλατο et doxevddaro, illud a 
verbo στέλλειν hoc a verbo σκενάζειν,᾽᾽ 
Baehr. Cp. Hesiod, Scué. 288. 

Κύπριοι are subsequently sub- 
divided into five ‘nations’ (ἔθνεα), which 
might perhaps have supplied each thirty 


ships (δ x 30=150). 

8. dox ὧδε. It is only the 
head-dress of the Kyprians which betrays 
the oriental element or influence; the 
rest of their oxevf is Hellenic. The 
kings have ‘turbans’ wound round their 
heads (e#Alxato μίτρῃσι, cp. c. 62 supra), 
the commons wear a kind of fez (κιτάριαϑ᾽ 
κίταρι). κ is the so-called 
‘accusative of reference.’ Cp. c. 77. 


I 


οὗτοι μὲν οὕτω 90 
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βασιλέες αὐτῶν, οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι εἶχον κιθῶνας, τὰ δὲ ἄλλα κατά 


᾿ς περ Ἕλληνες. 


τούτων δὲ τοσάδε ἔθνεα εἰσί, of μὲν ἀπὸ 


Σαλαμῖνος καὶ ᾿Αθηνέων, of δὲ am ᾿Αρκαδίης, of δὲ ἀπὸ 
Κύθνου, of δὲ ἀπὸ Φοινίκης, of δὲ ἀπὸ Αἰθιοπίης, ὡς αὐτοὶ 


4 χιτῶνας B: κιτάρις (κιταρίας) de Pauw propt. Polluc. 10. 163, van H. 


δ ἔθνεά ἐστι (ιν V) B 
4. οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι. . τὰ δὲ ἄλλα. .: 


there is a slight inconsequence or 
obscurity in the passage, but οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι 
may be taken as a parenthetical anti- 
thesis to οἱ βασιλέες, while τὰ δὲ ἄλλα 
furnishes the regular antithesis to τὰς 
μὲν κεφαλάς. 

δ. of μὲν ἀπὸ Σαλαμῖνος καὶ ᾿Αθηνέων: 
these are presuwably the Teukri: cp. c. 
20 supra. That there were actually 
settlements from Athens in Kypros 
dating from Mykenaian times is not 
impossible, but less probable than the 
alternative hypothesis, that we have 
here a false inference from the ‘Teukrian ’ 
element, or name, found in Kypros and 
in Salamis, and from the name Salamis 
itself. Salamis and Soli (cp. 5. 118) 
were the headquarters of the Hellenic 
influence, as their conduct during the 
ae aug een = ; 

6. ἔ e reality 
of a connexion neem ‘ Arkadia’ and 
‘Kypros’ is now assured by the similarity 
of the Arkadian and Kypriote dialects. 
The connexion may indeed date back to 
Mykenaian or Minoan times, and does 
not, of course, imply more than that 
Peloponnesian settlements in Kypros 
took place at a time when the settlers 
spoke a dialect, which in historic Greece 
was best represented in Arcadia. It 
must have been the observation of resem- 
blances between Kypriote and Arcadian 
dialects, and possibly other analogies 
(cult of Amyklaian Apollo), similarly 
explicable, that suggested to the Logo- 
graphi a direct connexion between Ky pros 
and. ‘Arkadia.” Cp. Busolt Gr. ΟἹ. i? 
(1898) 318 ff.; E. Meyer, G. d. Adz. ii. 
(1898) 222 f. ; uel i. (1902) 60 ff. 

of δὲ ἀπὸ Kidvov. Kythnos is 
one of the Kyklades, lying between Keos 
and Seriphos: the inhabitants passed as 
‘Dryopes’ (8. 46 infra). Such a con- 
nexion would point to the antiquity of 
the ‘Greek’ settlements in the island of 
Kypros. 

7. of δὲ ἀπὸ Φοινίκη. The reality 
of the Phoenician element in Kypros is 
beyond dispute, but it is not necessarily 


6 ἀθηνέων Acorr., P, dcorr: ἀθηναίων 


older than the ‘Greek’ or so-called 
Greek, nor perhaps originally were the 
two elements hostile. ition and Ama- 
this (δ. 105) were the Phoenician head- 
quarters. The different attitude of 
the Persians towards Phoenicians and 
Ionians, and the results of the Ionian 
revolt (498-494 b.c.), especially in Kypros, 
had accentuated the difference between 
the Greek and the Semitic elements in 
the island at the time when Hdt. was 
des τ The Homeric ms show no 
special hostility to the Phoenician, and 
were the Kypria forthcoming the early 
friendship of Phoenician and ‘Greek’ 
might be further apparent; but cp. 2. 
117 


of δὲ ἀπὸ Al€iom(ns. Beside the 
Phoenician and the Greek elements there 
was a third and perhaps a fourth in the 
island. The ‘Ethiopian’ must refer to 
a negro, or negrito stratum—whether 
‘Libyan’ or ‘Asiatic’ Hdt. does not 
indicate, and such an element there 
robably was in the island (cp. case of 
olchis c. 79 supra); but the really 
primitive stock, belonging to the ‘ Ana- 
tolian’ race, is completely ignored by 
Hdt., unless we are to suppose that it is 
here misrepresented. 
ὡς αὐτοὶ Κύπριοι λέγουσι: the 
citation of the authority, or source 
(authority rather than source), conveys 
an indication of doubt. The doubt is 
presumably limited to the last item, the 
existence of an ‘ Ethiopian’ element in 
the population. By αὐτοὶ Κύπριοι we 
cannot here understand the primitive or 
autochthonous stratum, as distinguished 
from Hellenic, Phoenician, or Ethiopian 
elements, but aed ‘dwellers in 
Kypros’—without ethnic distinction— 
‘Kyprian authorities.’ 

n 6. 118 Hdt. implies a similar 
doubt as to the ‘ Argive’ origin of the 
inhabitants of Kurion (οἱ δὲ Κουριέες οὗτοι 
λέγονται εἶναι ᾿Αργείων ἄποικοι) ; a tradi- 
tion which fits in well enough with 
‘ Arkadian ’ descent, pope understood. 
Hence, too, ᾿Αχαιοί in ypros (E. Meyer, 
ii. 78). The bearing of this c. as a whole 


90-91 
Κύπριοι λέγουσι. 
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Κίλικες δὲ ἑκατὸν παρείχοντο νέας. 


11ὅ 


δ᾽ αὖ περὶ μὲν riot κεφαλῇσι κράνεα ἐπιχώρια, λαισήια δὲ 
εἶχον ἀντ᾽ ἀσπίδων ὠμοβοέης πεποιημένα, καὶ κιθῶνας εἰρινέους 
ἐνδεδυκότες" δύο δὲ ἀκόντια ὅκαστος καὶ ξίφος εἶχον, ἀγχοτάτω 


thot Αὐγυπτίῃσι μαχαίρῃσει πεποιημένα. 


οὗτοι δὲ τὸ παλαιὸν ς 


Ὑπαχαιοὶ ἐκαλέοντο, ἐπὶ δὲ Κίλικος τοῦ ᾿Αγήνορος ἀνδρὸς 


Φοίνικος ἔσχον τὴν ἐπωνυμίην. Πάμφυλοι δὲ τριήκοντα 
91. 2 δ᾽ ata: δὲ B 3 ὠμοβοέης : ὠμοβοείης d: ὠμοβοΐης, 
ὠμοβοίης ceteri: ὠμοβοείοις Eustath. Il, 570 || καὶ del. Valckenaer 5 


τῇσι Αἰγυπτίοισι V: τοῖσι Αἰγυπτίοισι S || μαχαίρησι om. R (B) || οὗτοι 


μὲν a, Stein!: οὗτοι B: οὗτοι δὲ Stein? 


upon the problem of composition is not, 
rhaps, very obvious or important ; 
ut at least it is observable that there is 
no reference back to the story of the part 
played by the Kyprians in the Ionian 
revolt, nor to any other previous mention 
of Kypros. The Kyprians, like all the 
other peoples named throughout the 
lists, are introduced as an unknown 
quantity. The presumption is in favour 
of the hypothesis of the prior composition 
of Bks. 7-9. Cp. Introduction, 88 7, 8. 

91. 1. Κίλικες furnish 100 ships. 
Kilikia in 3. 90 forms a whole satrapy (iv.) 
to itself, and pays besides its tribute of 
500 T. (only 36u of which actually reach 
the king) 360 horses, ‘one for each day 
in the year.’ A description of the 
Kilikian σκενή has already been promised 
(c. 77 supra), and the promise is now 
redeemed. 

2. xpdvea ἐπιχώρια. Either Hdt. 
treats ‘Kilikian’ helmets as too well 
known for description, or more probably 
is not in a position to describe them. 

Mm... The Iliad 
knows βοείας ᾿Ασπίδας εὐκύκλους λαισήιά 
τε πτερόεντα, 5. 453 (of Achaians and 
Trojans), 12. 426 (of ‘Danai’ and 
Lykians). There is nothing ‘ Kilikian’ 
in the word; L. & S. connect it with 
λάσιος (shaggy), others (better) follow 
Eustathios and connect it with λαιός 
(laevus); thus Hesychios has λαίβα, 
Kretan for ἀσπίς. λαῖτα, πέλτη. λαῖφα, 


doris. 
3. ὠμοβοέης : cp. c. 76 supra. 
εἰρινέους,Ἠ ‘woollen’; the word 


occurs 1. 195, 2. 81, 4. 78. The Attic 
word (Plato) is ἐρεοῦς. There does not 
appear anything very distinctive in the 
equipment of the ‘ Kilikes,’ unless it is 
that they are swordsmen. 


7,9 παμφύλιοι (bis) B 


4, ἕκαστος. . . εἶχον... 
πεποιήμενα carries the constructio ad sen- 
sum to a point only permissible in a 
classical writer. 

6. ‘Yayxasol: it may not be unsafe 
to see in these rod year ρος ἃ remnant 
of the Aquaiascha of the Egyptian monu- 
ments, and of the ‘ Achaians of Kypros; 


dvb 
‘Kilix’ is presumably the 
eponym of the people (Κίλικες), who may 
have had some admixture of Semitic or 
of Syrian (Aramaian) blood. Agenor 
has a thoroughly Greek name, but he 
appears in 4. 147 as the father of ‘Kad- 
mos,’ who is a thorough Phoenician to 
Hdt. The only man of the name known 
to Homer is a Trojan, 725. 11. 59, who 
must be dismissed in this case, for 
he has no connexion with the Κίλικεν, 
who, in Iliad 6. 397, 415, dwell in ‘Thebe’ 
and the Theban plain (cp. c. 42 supra) ; 
but Hesiod had made Agenor father 
of Phoinix and grandfather of Phineus, 
Fr. 56. Agenor, whether in Greece or in 
Phoenicia, is only a genealogical name ; 
he plays no part in the myths or legends, 
but is the father of mythical and legend- 
ary heroes—Kadmos, Phineus, Phoinix. 
It may be that behind his name lurks 
ἃ consciousness that old ‘Greek’ heroes 
had gone east, before the Phoenician 
came west. ‘Agenor’ was nothing if 
not a ‘man’ (here ἀνδρὸς Φ.). 

7. Πάμφυλοι supply thirty ships. 
The name is pure Greek (cp. 5. 68) 
and its bearers are armed in Greek 
fashion. They are included (8. 90) by 
Hdt. in satrapy i. Pamphylia lay on 
the coast between Kilikia and Lykia, 
nor is it likely that the population was 


οὗτοι 91 


92 ᾿Αμφιλόχῳ καὶ Κάλχαντι. 
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παρείχοντο νέας Ἑλληνικοῖσι ὅπλοισι eoxevacpéva. οἱ δὲ 
Πάμφυλοι οὗτοι εἰσὶ τῶν ἐκ Τροίης ἀποσκεδασθέντων ἅμα 


Λύκιοι δὲ παρείχοντο νέας πεντή- 


κοντὰ θωρηκοφόροι τε ἐόντες καὶ κνημιδοφόροι, εἶχον δὲ τόξα 
κρανέινα καὶ ὀιστοὺς καλαμίνους ἀπτέρους καὶ ἀκόντια, ἐπὶ 
δὲ αἰγὸς δέρμα περὶ τοὺς ὥμους αἰωρεύμενον, περὶ δὲ τῇσι 
ς κεφαλῇσι πίλους πτεροῖσι περιεστεφανωμένους" ἐγχειρίδια δὲ 


καὶ δρέπανα εἶχον. 


10 «τε» καὶ Kallenberg, van H. 
5 ἐστεφανωμένους B 


Holder, van H. 


Λύκιοι δὲ Τερμίλαι ἐκαλέοντο ἐκ Κρήτης 


92. 4 δέρματα et αἰωρεύμενα B, 


pure Greek, but there were doubtless 


Greek colonies (Olbia, Side) and more 
or less Hellenized cities (Aspendos, 
Perge, Sylieion) in the region. It is 
this Greek element, the origin of which 
is here traced to a portion of the post- 
Trojan Diaspora, though in this, as in 
other cases, the relations of Aegean 
tribes with the Levant may be safely 
taken back before the Trojan epoch. 

10. ᾿Αμφιλόχῳ καὶ χαντι: 
Kalchas Θεστορίδης οἰωνοπόλων ὄχ᾽ ἄριστος 
is well known to the Jliad: (1. 69 ff., 2. 
800, 18. 45). Amphilochos is named 
in the Ody (15. 248), as son of 
Amphiaraos. The Nostot enlarged and 
combined their adventures after the fall 
of Troy, and variants existed in regard 
to details. Thus, according to one story, 
Kalchas fared no further than Kolophon, 
where he met his superior in Mopsos, who 
then joined Amphi ochos, and with him 
founded Mallos in Kilikia ; while aocord- 
ing to another story, which Sophokles 
rd rapid followed (Strabo 675), and 

t. in this passage, the scene of the ἔρις 
περὶ τῆς μαντικῆς between Kalchas and 
Mopsos was placed further east, in 
Pamphylia (meaning, as Strabo thinks, 
Kilikia). Amphilochos’ career as founder 
was not cut short: Hdt. reports him to 
have established Posideion, ‘on the 
borders of Kilikia and Syria’ (3. 91), 
and his achievements in the east were 
ἘΡΡΟΟΒΕΥ͂ succeeded by a similar set of 

ventures in the west, the greatest of 
his foundations being Argos Amphi- 
lochicum : Thucyd. 2. 68. 3. 

92. 1. Δύκιοι supplied fifty shipe. The 
Lykian equipment is among the most 
remarkable : it is in strong contrast with 
the Lykian dress as shown on monu- 
ments, from which Rawlinson draws an 
argument for the late date of the monu- 


ments (so as to εἶνο the Lykians time to 
change their dress): an alternative, 
however, is possible—the inaccuracy, or 
inapplicability of Hdt.’s description. 
he Lykians wear breastplates and 
proves (of metal presumably): their 
ws are of sparc geas Ἡ c. 77 supra) : 
they use unfeathered -arrows: they 
calry javelins: they wear the aegis: 
they have the most remarkable head- 
dress in the whole army: they carry 
also daggers and sickles (Karian ? cp. c. 
93 infra, 5. 112). 

5. wlhovs πτεροῖσι - 
μένους : on the importance of this head- 
dress cp. W. Max Mueller, Asien wu. 
Europa 362. Also H. R. Hall, Oldest 
Civilisation p. 180 (1901): ‘examples 
of this feather headdress worn by tribes 
of the Aegean and southern coast of 
Asia Minor in the xii. viii. vii. v. 
oe mee τῷ al a 

6. κιοι δὲ... ἐπωνυμίην. 

is enlarged and rewritten in 1. 
173, or else that is here repro- 
duced in a comp form: there is 
not much to show which is of 
earlier composition, except the omission 
here of all reference to the longer 
passage, in which the supposed facts 
are more fully set out, which, so far as it 
goes, supports the hypothesis of the 
earlier composition of this passage: cp. 
Introduction, § 8. Ἢ: 
e 


Kretan origin of the Termilai, or Tramilai, 
seems less probable than the hypothesis 
that they represented the indigenous 
population of the Anatolian main, and 
were in so far allied to the Karians, 
Lydians and other native stocks. Yet 
it would be bold to deny a connexion 
between early Krete and the Asianic 
side: and the ‘ Eteokretes’ themselves 


91- 94 TIOAYMNIA 


γεγονότες, ἐπὶ δὲ Λύκου τοῦ Πανδίονος ἀνδρὸς ᾿Αθηναίου ἔσχον 
τὴν ἐπωνυμίην. Δωριέες δὲ οἱ ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης τριήκοντα παρ- 98 
εἔχοντο νέας, ἔχοντές τε Ἑλληνικὰ ὅπλα καὶ γεγονότες ἀπὸ 
Πελοποννήσου. Κᾶρες δὲ ἑβδομήκοντα παρείχοντο νέας, τὰ 
μὲν ἄλλα κατά wep “Ἕλληνες ἐσταλμένοι, εἶχον δὲ καὶ 
δρέπανα καὶ ἐγχειρίδια. [οὗτοι δὲ οἵτινες πρότερον ἐκαλέοντο, ς 
ἐν τοῖσι πρώτοισι τῶν λόγων εἴρηται.) Ἴωνες δὲ ἑκατὸν νέας 94 
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93. 3 πελοπονήσον B (sic ubique) 


seclusi 


may agdar have been akin to the 
fundamental or indigenous population of 
Asia Minor. In 1. 171 the Karians, too, 
are derived by Hdt. from Krete in the 
teeth of their own belief, duly reported, 
that made them αὐτόχθονας ἠπειρώτας. 
The decipherment of the Lykian inscrip- 
tions (Zituli <Asiae Minoris: vol. i. 
Tituli Lyciae, ed. E. Kalinka, Vienna, 
1901) may throw light upon the ethno- 
logical problem: it is at least clear 
that the Tramilai were not Greeks. 
The poet of the Jliad is acquainted with 
Lykia and the Lykians though not with 
Tramilai: (notably 6. 168 ff. story of 
Bellerophontes, cp. also story of Pan- 
daros: 4. 86ff.); and long before the 
days of Homer the ae (Lukki, 
Luka) figure in the Tel-el-Amarna 
letters and on Egyptian monuments of 
the Ramessid period : op. Hall, Oldest 
Civilisation, p. 88. Lykians’ and 
‘Termilai’ might be two names (Greek 
and Native) for one and the same people, 
or more probably (as ‘Termilai’ figures in 
Greek) represent two elements in the 
population of historic Lykia, the native 
and the foreign (Hellenic, or Hellenized). 
The presence of an Hellenic element is 
asserted in the eponymous hero’s deriva- 
tion from Athens. It is by no means 
impossible that the primitive, or 
‘ Mykenaian ’ inhabitants of Attika had 
relations with Lykia as with Ionia and 
Kypros; but ‘Lykos son of Pandion’ 
(a) is scarcely an historical person, (5) 
owes his position in the legend of 
‘ Lykia’ to the nominal correspondence. 
Pausan. 1. 19. 4 connects the name with 
the Lukeion (Lycaeum) in Athens, which 
nay have been in fact the temenos of 
the wolf-god (Apollon ἢ). 

98. 1. A from Asia, thirty ships : 
the first pure Greeks named in the whole 
list. Their contingent and origin is 
more fully bespoken c. 99 infra: there 


5 οὗτοι. . . εἴρηται glossema 


is, of course, no item in the list on 
which Hdt. should be a better authority 
at first hand than the Dorians in Asia, 
yet he packs them curiously away in « 
parenthesis (cp. 1. 144). As Halikar- 
nassos appears to be included here (cp. 
c. 99), notwithstanding the excommunica- 
tion recorded in 1. 144, eer each city 
in the Hexapolis supplied five vessels. 
(Was that excommunication subsequent 
to this service? At least this passage is 
probably of earlier composition. ) 

3. Kapes furnish seventy ships nomin- 
ally (perhaps one per city?), making 
with the Dorian colonies in Karia an 
hundred. The Karians had Greek 
weapons, partly because the Greeks had 
Karian (cp. 1. 171): the δρόπανον was 
a characteristically Karian weapon, cp. 
previous c. 

6. ἐν τοῖσι πρότοισι τῶν : the 
reference is clearly to Bk. 1 c. 17], 
where two views in regard to the origin of 
the Karians are reported (cp. c. 92 supra). 
The reference and the form of reference 
here are most remarkable. This is 
absolutely the first reference to an earlier 
Book which occurs in this section of the 
work, notwithstanding the frequent 
occasions for such references hitherto. 
To the form of reference there is but one 

recise parallel in the whole work, vis. 
5. 86 ws δεδήλωταί μοι ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν 
λόγων, ie. 1.92. Cp. my note adil. The 
reference there is to the first half of the 
first Book (as we have it): the reference 
here is to the second half of the first Book 
(hence, perhaps, the use of the plural). 
Nowhere else does Hdt. refer back in 
this fashion either to the ‘first’ or to 
any other set of ‘Logi.’ The question 
obviously presents itself, whether the 
reference is a gloss, or whether it is 
from the author's hand, and if so, 
whether it is an addition or gin τα to 
the first draft of his work. The problem 
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παρείχοντο, ἐσκευασμένοι ὡς 


HPOAOTOY 
“Ἕλληνες. 


ΥΙΙ 


Ἴωνες δὲ ὅσον μὲν 


χρόνον ἐν Πελοποννήσῳ οἴκεον τὴν νῦν καλεομένην ᾿Αχαιίην, 
καὶ πρὶν ἢ Δαναόν τε καὶ Ἐξοῦθον ἀπικέσθαι ἐς Πελοπόννησον, 


§ ὡς 


ὃς Ἕλληνες λέγουσι, ἐκαλέοντο Πελασγοὶ Αὐγιαλέες, ἐπὶ δὲ 
95 Ἴωνος τοῦ Ἐξούθον Ἴωνες. νησιῶται δὲ ἑπτακαίδεκα παρείχοντο 


νέας, ὡπλισμένοι ὡς “EXAnves, καὶ τοῦτο Πελασγικὸν ἔθνος, 


here is far more acute than in 5. 86, for 
several Agere (a) sa ‘fifth’ Book 
may very well have been composed, or 
redected, after the ‘first’ on any 
theory of composition, but this reference 
here seems to destroy the hypothesis 
that Bks. 7-9 were the ‘first’ Logi 
compiled by Hdt. (b) The reference in 
the fifth Bk. is more easily accounted 
for, whether as a gloss, or as an inser- 
tion by the author’s hand, than the 
reference here: because throughout the 
(army- and) navy-list so far notes on 
the Origines or provenience of peoples 
and nations have occurred, and one 
might be expected in the case of the 
Karians, while in the passage of Bk. 5 
the reference is, so to speak, purely 
fortuitous, and not required by the 
context. If now the reference here is to 
be regarded as authentic and of the first 
draft, it will follow almost of a certainty 
that Bk. 1, much as we have it, was in 
existence when Hat. wrote this : 
was Bk. 1 then the first portion of the 
work composed by Hdt. and if so, how 
much more of the work had he composed 
before coming to Bk. 7! The hypothesis 
of the priority in a first draft of Bks. 7, 
8, 9—for which there is so much to be 
said—need not, however, be surrendered 
if this reference, or the whole context in 
which it occurs (army- and navy-lists), 
can be regarded as belonging to the 
second or third draft of this Book, or 
even as considerably touched up and 
revised by the author in successive 
drafts. As Bks. 7, 8, 9, even if the 
earliest section of the work projected and 
more or less accomplished, have certainly 
received additions down to the date of 
the Archidamian War, it is not obliga- 
tory to athetize this pas : but there 
does remain the possibility that the 
words οὗτοι... εἴρηται are a gloss modelled, 
perhaps, on the genuine reference in 5. 
$6, and occasioned by the glossators 
missing a note on the origin of the 
Karians : or the gloss might be contained 
simply in the words ἐν τοῖσι πρώτοισι τῶν 


λόγων. The absence of a μοί here (op. 
ws δεδήλωταί μοι 5. 86) rather strengthens 
the gloss impression. 

94 1. “Ieves supply 100 ships: the 

articular contingents are not given. 

ight Ionian cities had contributed 283 
ships to the fleet at Lade in 494 B.c., 
if Hdt. is to be trusted, 5. 8; cp. my 
note ad i, (Chios 100, Miletos 80, 
Samos 60). That the Ionians are de- 
scribed as ἐσκευασμένοι ὡς Ἕλληνες, the 
Dorians as ἔχοντες Ἑλληνικὰ ὅπλα, need 
not be taken as a jibe at the expense 
of the Ionians compared with Dorians 
and Aiolians. The ‘Hellenes’ here are 
the national forces arrayed against the 
‘ Barbarian.’ 

5. τ ἐπώων ΚῊ λέγουσι : a very clear 
reflexion on his literary sources (cp. 
Introduction, ὃ 10), here perhaps the 
Leveadoyla: of Hekataios. There is, 
however, no reference to the excursus on 
the Ionians and their antecedents in 1. 
148-146, a passage hardly reconcilable 
with this, as Blakesley pointed out, for 
the Benen cere bee of the Tonians 
is here recognized and there disputed. 
Blakesley accordingly suggests that the 

resent passage belongs to the original 
raft of the work, while the other is an 
addition of a later period. 

It may be noted that Danaos and 
Xouthos in this passage apparently 
arrive in the Peloponnesos at the same 
time, while in 2. 98 Danaos is two 
generations later than Xouthos. 

Al : cp. 5. 68 
(and my note adl.). The ‘Pelasgian’ 
character of the Ionians is most clearly 
asserted in 1. 56-58, serious as are the 
difficulties in which that assertion in- 
volves Hdt., especially with regard to the 
Athenians ; cp. 6. 187 ff. (and notes). 

95. 1. γησιῶται : the term is ambigu- 
ous and obscure. Baebr refers it to 
the Kyklades on the strength of Hdt.’s 
usage, cp. 5. 80, 6. 49; Larcher speci- 
fies Keos, Naxos, Siphnos, Seriphos, 
Andros, Tenos. Stein, noticing the 
absence of the article, interprets ‘‘ most 
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ὕστερον δὲ Ἰωνικὸν ἐκλήθη κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν λόγον καὶ οἱ 


δυωδεκαπόλμες Ἴωνες οἱ ἀπ᾽ ᾿Αθηνέων. 


Αἰολέες δὲ ἑξήκοντα 


νέας παρείχοντο, ἐσκενασμένοι τε ὡς “Ἕλληνες καὶ τὸ πάλαες 


καλεόμενοι Πελασγοί, ὡς Ελλήνων λόγος. 


Ἑλλησπόντιοι δὲ 


πλὴν ᾿Αβυδηνῶν (Αβυδηνοῖσι γὰρ προσετέτακτο ἐκ βασιλέος 
κατὰ χώρην μένουσι φύλακας εἶναι τῶν γεφυρέων) οἱ δὲ 
λοιποὶ οἱ ἐκ τοῦ Πόντου στρατενόμενοι παρείχοντο μὲν ἑκατὸν 


νέας, ἐσκευασμένοι δὲ ἦσαν ὡς “Ελληνες. 


καὶ Δωριέων ἄποικοι. 


Ἔπεβάτενον δὲ ἐπὶ πασέων τῶν νεῶν Πέρσαι καὶ Μῆδοι 96 


οὗτοι 





95. 3 κατὰ. . ᾿Αθηνέων del. Gompers || οἱ δνωδεκαπόλεες a: αἱ δυώδεκα 


πόλιεςβ 
8 φυλάκους van H. 
ὡς vult van H. 


of the Aegean islands, especially the 
Kyklades,” But the contingents from the 
Kyklades only joined the king's fleet 
after Artemision, probably at Phaleron, 
cp. 8. 66 tnfra; and five Nesiote states 
sent their ships to the national feet, 
8. 46. Leake (Athens and the Demi, 
mad acters ii. p. 237) suggested Lemnos 
and Imbros, but they hardly corre- 
spond to the requirement of ex-Pelasgian 
Iunians κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν λόγον καὶ ol 
δυωδεκαπόλιες Ἴωνες οἱ ἀπ᾽’ ᾿Αθηνέων. 
Cp., however, App. Crit. The Samo- 
thrakians are spoken of as Ionians in 


8. 90, but perhaps ‘without prejudice.’ 
On the whole Hut. here proba v means 
the Ionians of the Kyklades, but has 


thereby involved himself in an inconse- 
quence, valuable to us as betraying his 
methods. His navy-list is probably 
valid, so far as authentic at all, not for 
Doriskos, but for Salamis (cp. ὁ. 89 
supra), and it is a tour de force on his 
part to have shifted the scene. 

4, Alodées supply sixty ships. At 
Lade Lesbos alone (1f Hdt. 6. 8 18 to be 
trusted) had supplied seventy. ‘ Aiolis’ 
was a ‘Dodekapolis’ (1. 149): it is 
noticeable that there is no reference 
back to that which might 
interpret the vague title here used. 

6. ὡς Ἑλλήνων λόγος: cp. c. 94 


supra. 
“Ἑλλησπόντιοι . . οἱ ἐκ τοῦ 


Πόντον στρατενόμενοι supply 100 ships. 
A curious title: Stein explains Πόντος 
here as used in a narrower sense of 


4 Ἴωνες οἱ ἀπ᾽ ᾿Αθηνέων secl. Valckenaer, van H.: ἀθηναίων B 
9 <ot> ἐκ Wesseling 


10 ἐσκευάδατο δὲ 


Bosporos, Propontis, Hellespont, and 
refers to o. 86 supra where he takes 
Πόντος (rod μὲν Πόντου éxixapolas) as 
the Propontis (cp. notes ad 1.) This 
interpretation may stand; but would 
Hdt. have used Πόντος in this loose 
fashion after writing 4. 85, 86? This 
passage appears of earlier composition, 
and written previously to his own visit 
to that region ; op. Introduction, § 8. 
10. "Iévev καὶ Δωριέων ἅποικοι, 
Ionian : (Abydos), Lampsakos, Kyzikos, 
Prokonnesos, Perinthos, etc. Dorian : 
Kalchedon, Byzantion, Selymbria, As- 
takos. oti et ere (9. 115), and 
ibly he e Abydeni to guard 
the. braige, er course under Persian 


superintendence. 
96. 1. ἐπεβάτευον δὲ ἐπὶ πασέων 
τῶν νοῶν Πέρσαι καὶ Μῆδοι καὶ Σάκαι : 


a startling statement: to what purpose 
then the description of the armed men 
of the fleet if the Hpibatae were Persians, 
Medes, and Skythians (Sakai)? In c. 
184 infra the ‘Persians, Medes, and 
set Aa ai ’ are reckoned thirty men to 
each ship in addition to the ἐπιχώριοι 
ἐπιβάται, but this does not solve the 
difficulties of the statement, for if there 
were thirty ‘Persians, Medes, and 
Skyths’ upon each vessel as Epibatai, 
what room was left for native Epibatai in 
the strict sense of the word! Moreover, 
why Persians, Medes, ‘and Sakai’? Is 
Saka used here for any ‘archer’? Has 
Hdt. committed the absurdity of describ- 
ing the equipment of the various nations 


δὲ Ἰώνων το 
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a ww UA , 
τούτων δὲ ἄριστα πλεούσας παρείχοντο νέας 
Φοίνικες καὶ Φοινίκων Σιδώνιοι. 


τούτοισι πᾶσι καὶ τοῖσι ἐς 


τὸν πεζὸν τεταγμένοισι [αὐτῶν] ἐπῆσαν ἑκάστοισι ἐπιχώριοι 
ς ἡγεμόνες, τῶν ἐγώ, οὐ γὰρ ἀναγκαίῃ ἐξέργομαι ἐς ἱστορίης 


96. 2 τούτων : πάντων 1 Stein?, van H. 
| ἐπῆσαν a: ἐποίησαν R: ἐπήϊσαν SV 


codd. (ἐξέρχομαι Paris. 2933) 


which ri a ships when the Epibatai 
were all drawn from Persians, Medes, 
and Sakai? or rather is not the state- 
ment that ‘ Persians, Medes, and Sakai’ 
served on all the ships as Epibatai 
(whether ‘in addition to’ or ‘instead of’ 
native Epibatai) a very doubtful asser- 
tion ? ere there Persians and Medes 
and Sakai on each ship as Epibatai? 
or had some ships only Persians others 
only Medes, and so forth? Again, were 
these Hpibatat on the ships all along? 
or did they go on board (at Artemision, 
at Salamis) for battle? Lastly, are not 
the Epibatai, wherever they joined the 
fleet, to be deducted from the land 
forces, not reckoned in addition thereto ? 
And if fighting men were shipped at 
Doriskos, did they not constitute one of 
the corps darmée? Cp. c. 121 infra. 

2. τούτων .. νέα: a8 τούτων must 
refer to πασέων τῶν νέων the phrase is 
clumsy. (It can hardly be referred, 
with Sitzler, to ‘‘the nations furnishin 
ships.”) Stein suggests πάντων ins 
of τούτων. I think πασέων and τούτων 
might well change places. 

8. Φοίνικος καὶ Φοινίκων Σιδώνιοι. 
The Phoenicians excelled all the other 
ships, and the Sidonian ships all the 
other Phoenician : cp. cc. 44,100. The 
ὑπέρκομποι τάχει in Aischyl. Pers. 342 
are 207 in number: the nationality is 
not specified, but as that figure was 
probably associated with the Ionian 
contingent the suggestion there is more 
favourable to Greek mariners. Hdt. 
in this Bk. shows himeelf no great 
admirer of the Ionians on the Persian 
side. It may be that Ionian shipping 
had not recovered the disasters of the 
Tonian revolt : on Phoenician skill cp. c. 
23 supra. 

τούτοισι πᾶσι certainly seems 
vaguely put for τοῖσι ἐς τὸ ναυτικὸν 
τεταγμένοισι. Even vaguer is the use 
of αὐτῶν just below, which could be 
very well dispensed with, but is quite 
Herodotean: cp. c. 14 supra. It might 


4 αὐτῶν secl, Stein’ 
5 ἐξέργομαι : ἐξείργομαι 


enggest referring τούτοισι πᾶσι to Persians, 
Medes, and Sakai. 

4. ἑκάστοισι ἐπιχώριοι ἡγεμόνες, 
‘each set, nation, had leaders from its 
own home.’ Whether these ‘ epichorian 
leaders’ are limited to the Epibatai or 
command the ships severally and in 
squadrons; or, what the relation between 
the epichorian hegemon and the ‘ Persians, 
Medes, and Sakai’ on board, does not 
appear. For the case of the πεζὸς 
στρατός we c. 81. The matter is further 
explained in the immediate context here. 

5. οὐ γὰρ. . παραμέμνημαι : cp. c. 
99 infra τῶν μέν νυν ἄλλων οὐ wapa- 
μέμνημαι ταξιαρχέων ὡς οὐκ ἀναγκαζόμενος 
and c. 139 infra ἀναγκαίῃ ἐξέργομαι (I 
am compelled by necessity). The neces- 
sity lies in the argument or plan: it 
is 8 logical not a physical compulsion. 

εἰν, literally ‘to shut out,’ ‘exclude’ 
(τινά Tivos), may come to mean ‘to shut 
in,’ on the principle that exclusio ellius 
is tnclusio hujus, or perhaps may more 
simply be taken as a strengthened fori 
of ἔργειν (εἴργειν) meaning ‘to compel.’ 
παραμιμνήσκεσθαι, ‘to mention (one 
thing) besides (another),’ i.e. ‘I have 
not mentioned the leaders beside their 
respective contingents.’ Sophokles uses 
the word (παρεμνήσω) Trach. 1125, but 
no one else apparently. 
ys λόγον. Baehr quotes 
with approval Schweighaeuser’s quod ad 
hujus narrationis rationem § attinel. 
Rawlinson has ‘‘for the course of my 
History”; Stein, in Riicksicht auf die 
Erzahlung, and remarks: ‘this is the 
only place in which Hdt. uses the 
word ἰστορίη in the later signification.” 
Macaulay has: “1 am not compelled by 
the course of the inquiry,” which hardly 
gives more than the sense of the words 
οὐ γὰρ ἀναγκαίῃ ἐξέργομαι, but the note 
which he adds ‘‘with regard to the 
inquiry,” i.e. ‘‘by the plan of the 
history,” leaves no doubt that he agrees 
with Stein and the others. 
But are we compelled to adopt this 
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λόγον, οὐ παραμέμνημαι' οὔτε γὰρ ἔθνεος ἑκάστου ἐπάξιοι 
ἦσαν οἱ ἡγεμόνες, ἔν τε ἔθνεϊ ἑκάστῳ ὅσαι περ πόλιες τοσοῦτοι 
καὶ ἡγεμόνες ἦσαν, εἵποντο δὲ ὡς οὐ στρατηγοὶ ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ 
οἱ ἄλλοι στρατευόμενοι δοῦλοι" ἐπεὶ στρατηγοί τε οἱ τὸ πᾶν 
ἔχοντες κράτος καὶ ἄρχοντες τῶν ἐθνέων ἑκάστων, ὅσοι αὐτῶν 10 


ἦσαν Πέρσαι, εἰρέαταί μοι. 


6 ἐπάξιοι Portus: ἀπάξιοι 


Stein! δ: γε B, Stein?, Holder, van H.: οὗ τε τὸ 1 Stein? 
97. 1 ἐστρατήγεον οἵδε B, Stein!, Holder, 


ἄρχοντες del. van H. 
van Η, 


ited basaape of loroply in a sense for 
which a parallel can hardly be produced 
before the days of Aristotle? Even if 
és λόγον might mean quod attinel ad 
rationem, must leroply mean hacc narratio, 
die Erzahlung, my ‘ History’! loroply 
with Hdt. (even 1. 1) means a process 
of inquiry, not the result, either as bare 
knowledge or as literary record. So 
here: J am not compelled by the necessity 
of my argument to give any account of 
my inquiries on that head: i.e. I am 
not bound to tell all I know. I could 
say much in regard to the various native 
leaders, for I have inquired in regard to 
them, but I am not under any necessity 
to make known the results of my 
inquiries. Cp. ο. 224 infra τῶν ἐγὼ ὡς 
ἀνδρῶν ἀξίων γενομένων ἐπυθόμην τὰ οὐνό- 
ματα, ἐπνθόμην δὲ καὶ ἁπάντων τῶν 
τριηκοσίων. He does not give the names, 
and might have added: τῶν οὐ γὰρ 
ἀναγκαίῃ ἐξέργομαι ἐς ἱστορίης λόγον ἑκὼν 
ἐπιλήθομαι. 

6. οὔτε γάρ: Hdt. gives three or 
four reasons for suppressing the names 
and achievements of the ethnic ἡγεμόνες. 
(i.) As individuals they were not men 
of mark (érdgco, imentionable), even 
when in command of a whole ἔθνος. (ii.) 
They were too numerous, quot civitates 
tot duces. (iii.) They had no indepen- 
dent command, they were in a servile 
position, οὐ στρατηγοὶ ἀλλὰ δοῦλοι. iv.) 
The names of the real Strategi and 
Archontes, so far as Persian, have already 
been given. 

In this passage the Historian, me- 
thinks, ‘doth protest too much.” Who 
will believe that Hdt. could have sup- 
plied the names of all the Chiliarcha, 
Hekatontarchs and Dekadarchs in the 
Persian forces? The extent to which he 
gives the names for the fleet (c. 98 
infra) does not confirm his extravagant 


τοῦ δὲ ναυτικοῦ ἐστρατήγεον 97 


9 δοῦλοι damn. Valckenaer || re a, 


10 καὶ 


claim. Hdt. is not quite free from the 
scholar’s sees omniscience, 

8. στρατηγ : 6. 82 su 

10. ὅσοι αὐτῶν ἧσαν Τίφσαι: the 29 
ἄρχοντες named in the army-list, cc. 61- 
89, to which are to be added Hydarnes 
c. 88, Pharnuches c. 88, and the two 
sons of Datis, Harmamithras and Tithaioe 
ἐδ., who were Medes. 

11. εἰρέαταί μοι. A reference back, 
but merely to the context. 

97. 1. τοῦ δὲ ναντικοῦ : 
There follow the names of the four 
Persian admirals of the fleet, and some 
hints, which if developed, might have 
rendered this chapter normative for the 
organization of the fleet, as cc. 81, 82, 
88 are for the organization of the army. 
Unfortunately, sa himself has το 
envisaged this problem, nor suppli 
incidentally, whetbee here or inn the 
actual narrative of the campaign, data 
for a decisive reconstruction, nor can 
it be confidently assumed that even the 
items in this εἴριον are complete and 
accurate. The names of four admirals 
are given, but it is not clear whether 
the fleet under their command consisted 
of four district squadrons, or divisions, 
or of three such divisions, or even per- 
haps only of two. The doubt may also 
arise whether the arrangements for the 
command of the Fleet were not more 
analogous to those for the army: were 
there perhaps six admirals, divided into 
three pairs, and commanding on the 
analogy of the Strategi, three columna, 
or divisions? In that case Hdt.’s list 
of the admirals is incomplete, though 
his sources for the naval department 
are generally superior to his sources for 
the army. Or were tlere only three 


- admirals, on the analogy of the Hip- 


parchs c. 88, and have we in the four 
names the name of a successor included, 
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᾿Αριαβίγνης τε ὁ Aapelov καὶ Πρηξάσπης ὁ ᾿Ασπαθίνεω καὶ 
MeydBafos ὁ Μεγαβάτεω καὶ ᾿Αχαιμένης ὁ Δαρείου, τῆς μὲν 
Ἰάδος τε καὶ Καρικῆς στρατιῆς ᾿Αριαβίγνης ὁ Aapelov τε 
5 παῖς καὶ τῆς Γοβρύεω θυγατρός: Αἰγυπτίων δὲ ἐστρατήγεε 


᾿Αχαιμένης Ἐξέρξεω ἐὼν ἀπ᾽ 


2 dorabiven a: ἀπαθήνεω R: 


supersc. V 4 xapins B 


Holder || ἐστρατήγεε et ἐστρατήγεον del. van H. 
Cobet 


as we should there have had, had the 
successor of Pharnuches been named on 
the spot? In the following year, when 
the whole command of the fleet is 
changed, there are three admirals 8. 180, 
of course over a fleet much reduced in 
numbers, On these and other cognate 


questions cp. Appendix II. § 5. 

2. “Appi. . ὃ Δ : an 
Achaimenid ; immediately below ‘the 
gene Wee of Gobryas’ is given as his 
mother. She was the first wife Dareios 
married (cp. o. 2 supra), and had three 
sons, Arto nes, Ariabignes, and one 
anonymous. Ariabignes, here mentioued 
first among the admirals, fell at Salamis 


8. 89 
ὁ ᾿Ασπαθίνεω : this 
Aspathines is presumably the Persian 
noble of the Seven 3. 70, who was 
wounded in the struggle with the Magi 
3. 78. His is the one name of the Seven 
which does not appear on the Behistun 
Inscription iv. 18. Whether the Pre- 
xaspes who figures largely in the con- 
text of Bk. 3 is any relation to his 
younger namesake cannot be determined. 
3. Μεγάβαζος ὁ MeyaBdrew. Blakes- 
ley suggests his identity with the con- 
queror of Thrace (4. 143 f. 5 passim, 6. 
83, and cc. 22, 67 supra), who is de- 
ascribed simply as ἀνὴρ Πέρσης, and with- 
out his patronymic. Hat. shows no 
sense of any such identity. An over- 
sight in so frappant an instance were 
almost inconceivable, though fitting in 
well enough with the early priority of 
composition to be assigned to Bks. 7-9. 
Anyway, the Megabates of this passage 
may well be identical with the Megabates 
described in 5. 32 aa ἄνδρα Ilépony τῶν 
᾿Αχαιμενιδέων and a cousin of Dareios. 
According to the story there told it would 
then be a sister of this Megabazos for 
whom Pausanias pro , when “in love 
with the tyranny of Hellas”: but vide 
my note ad 1... Megabates must have 


ἀμφοτέρων ἀδελφεός, τῆς δὲ 


ἀσπαθήνεω S: ἀσπαθίνεω cum 7 
5 παῖς del van H. || γωβρύεω B, 
6 πρὸς ἀμφοτέρων 


been a young man in 498 B.o. if he was 
satrap of Phrygia in 476 B.o. (Thue. 1. 
129), and his naval services inst 
Naxos, if correctly reported by Hdt. 5. 
83, were hardly of good augury for his 
son's 7 issperaciay 

*Axa ὁ Δαρείου : an Achai- 
menid δ the Achaimenids, full brother 
of Xerxes, satrap of pt c. 7 supra, 
q-v. His plan of campaign is expounded 
in c. 236 infra. 

τῆς μὲν ᾿Ιάδος τε καὶ Καρικῆς 

τιῆδ : the words if interpreted 
strictly and referred to the navy-list 
would give a squadron (στρατιή) of 100 
+70=170 vessels. If the Dorians (80) 
in Karia were added the number would 
be raised to 200; but if one item may 
thus be added, why not others, till we 
raise the total to 800, or 400, more or 
less: and so likewise with the other 
divisions. Cp. ap arr II. § δ. 

δ. Αἱ ν δέ: the number for 
the ‘Egyptian’ fleet is given as 200, the 
addition of the Kilikians (for example) 
would raise it to 300, or a different 
distribution (Egyptian + Kyprian 1650 
+Lykian 50) might give a nominal 
strength of 400, the fleet being named 
simply by the contingent, or ship, which 
flew the ee flag. ἜΣ ΜΡΙ 

6. στρατι 
οἱ io These Swords tt tat seem to 
mass all the rest of the fleet in one 
squadron or division, under two admirals, 
a curious inconsequence: or, if the two 
had synchronously independent com- 
mands, still leaving each with a much 
larger number of ships than the two 
admirals first named, and Achaimenids, 
also an improbable arrangement. It 
might be suspected that by ἡ ἄλλη 
στρατιή is really to be understood the 
8000 transports and service-vessels of 
various sorts immediately to be men- 
tioned, and that the fighting fleet was 
really only in two divisions under the 


97-98 


ἄλλης στρατιῆς ἐστρατήγεον οἱ δύο. 
καὶ ἱππαγωγὰ πλοῖα μακρὰ 
τῶν δὲ ἐπι- 98 


πεντηκόντεροε καὶ κέρκουροι 


συνελθόντα ἐς τὸν ἀριθμὸν ἐφάνη τρισχίμα. 
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τριηκόντεροε δὲ καὶ 


πλεόντων μετά γε τοὺς στρατηγοὺς οἵδε ἦσαν ὀνομαστότατοι, 
Σιδώνιος Τετράμνηστος ᾿Ανύσου, καὶ Τύριος Ματτὴν Σιρώμου, 


8 μακρὰ a: σμικρὰ B: del. Kallenberg 


98. 3 ἀλλήσου B || 


parmy BCd: ματγὴν A: μάπην B || σιρώμου a: σιρώνον B: Εἱρώμον 


Duncker vii5 205 





two Achaimenid admirals, each division 
being named from its head or leading con- 
tingent, A. lonio-Karian, B. Egyptian : 
the confusion in the text might favour 
this hypothesis, but the weight of argu- 
ment is against it. 1. στρατιή should 
mean rather a fighting unit than trans- 
διάρας 2. It is not likely that the 

hoenicians, who furnish 300 ships, 
were simply grou under either the 
Egyptian or the Ionio-Karian division. 
3. The genera! analogiesand probabilities, 
and to some extent the subsequent narra- 
tive of the naval operations, favour the 
view that the principle of tripartition 
underlay the naval organization in the 
campaign. The other στρατιή here then 
is probably the Phoenician (300), with 
which, if the whole fleet amounted to 
1207, the Kilikian (100) may have 
been combined, under the command of 
Prexaspes and Megabazos, either as 
colleagues, or in succession. The 
Egyptian (+ Kypros + Lykia) would 
furnish a nominal 400, and the I[onio- 
Karian with all the rest would account 
for 407. If each squadron amounted, 
even nominally, to 400, it seems prob- 
able that there would be two admirals 
in command of each (commanding 200 
apiece) ; in which case the (subordinate) 
colleagues of Achaimenes and Ariabignes 
have been forgotten. 

7. τριηκόντεροι δὲ. . 
either some words have fallen out after 
οἱ δύο, or (as Stein suggests) this sentence 
is not here in its original context. This 
huge fleet, including horse-transports, 
was used bist for the transport 
of horses, men, and supplies, and for 
despatch purposes and communications 
(xépxovpor can hardly be derived from 
Képxupa). Possibly one of the three 
army corps was brought to Doriskos by 
sea: and if so, probably the one com- 
prising the forces of Upper Asia, so far 
as they had not met at Kritalla, and 


ates &y’ αὐτῷ Ξέρξῃ. Cp. Appendix 
.§ 3. 

98. 1. τῶν δὲ ἐπιπλεόντων : cp. 5. 86 
τοὺς ἐπὶ τῶν νεῶν ἐπιπλέοντας στρατηγούετ. 
8. 67 κατέβη αὐτὸς Ἐέρξης ἐπὶ τὰς νέας 
ἐθέλων . . πυθέσθαι τῶν ἐπιπλεόντων τὰς 
γνώμας. Once in Thucyd. (2. 66. 2) 
ἐπέπλεον δὲ Λακεδαιμονίων χίλιοι ὁπλῖται 
καὶ Κνῆμος Σπαρτιάτης ναύαρχος. Gener- 
ally ἐπιπλεῖν (with dative, or with ἐπί 
κοῦ accus., or absolutely) means ‘to sail 
against,’ in hostile sense. 

2. οἵδε ἦσαν ὁ τοῖ: there 
follow ten names of native leaders (three 
Phoenicians, one Kilikian ; one Lykian, 
two Kyprian; three Karian), at first 
sight chosen at random: the omission 
of Greek names is observable, but not 
inexplicable: jealousy, or patriotism, 
might suppress them ; Artemisia reigns 
alone (cp. c. 99). The omission of 
Egyptians is more striking, and con- 
firms the suspicion that the so-called 
‘Egyptian’ contingent was not navigated 
by tians. If the Egyptian formed 
one squadron (στρατιή) with the Lykians 
and Kyprians, the whole fleet (ναυτικὸς 
orparés) was divided into three squadrons 
(cp. ο. 97); we have then in the names 
preserved in this chapter memorials of 
the OY leaked a native commanders on 
board each of the three squadrons: the 
first four names (Phoenician and Kilikian) 
may be taken from Squadron A, the next 
three names (Kyprian and Lykian) from 

uadron B, and the last three names 
(all ‘Karian’) from Squadron C (the 
Karians being the only non-Hellenic 
factor in that division). This observa- 
tion may be taken to confirm the hypo- 
thetical distribution of the naval forces 


finally proposed above. 

8. δ δόνιον τ' ᾿Ανύσον. 
Sidon recovers with Hdt. to some extent 
its Homeric prominence, cp. cc. 44, 96 


supra, c. 128 infra. Yet was in 
his own time, as in Alexander's, the 
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καὶ ᾿Αράδιος 
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MépBaros ᾿Αγβάλου, 


VII 


Κρμξ Συέννεσις 


καὶ 


ς Ὡρομέδοντος, καὶ Λύκιος Κυβερνίσκος Σίκα, καὶ Κύπριοι 


4 ἀρίδιος B: ἀλαρόδιος d || νέρβαλος CP || ἀρβάλου B: corrig. ᾿Ασβάλου 


sive A(BdAov van H. 


leading city-state of Phoenicia (cp. 2. 
44). The King of Sidon sits next the 
king in council, 8. 67 infra. (Diodor. 
14. 79 gives the Sidonian dynast the 
precedence in the days of Konon, and 
possibly the Sidonian took precedence in 
virtue of the early primacy of Sidon, 
even when Tyre had eclipsed the elder 
state. ) 

‘ Tetramnestos’ has a curiously Greek 
sound. Baehr deprecates a Semitic 
etymology, but the Greek sound might 
be due to mere assimilation. The same 
remark applies to the father's name, 
Anysos. (Cp. “Avvois as the name of an 
Egyptian king, 2. 137, 140; and of a 
city in Egypt, 2. 137, 160, 166.) 

Τύριος Ματτὴν Σιρώμον. ‘Matten’ 
is presumably the same name as ‘Mattan’ 
(the priest of Baal, 2 Kings ii. 18). 
‘Siromis’ may well be the same as 
‘Hiram,’ Hirom (Cheiram in Lxx., 
Heiramos and Heiromos ap. Josephum ; 
acer vii. 205, would read Elpwyos 

ere). 

4. ᾿Αράδις MépBados ᾿Α ; 
Arados, like Tyre and Sidon situate on 
an island strongly fortified, was accounted 
an independent colony from Sidon (Strabo 
753, the locus classicus) and next thereto 
in importance, under the Persians, but 
destined in later times to eclipse Tyre 
itself (cp. Strabo 4.5.) Merbalos re- 
sembles the Oarthaginian Maharbal 
(Merbal) and presumably contains, like 
the father’s name, Agbalos (v./. Arbalos) 
the name of the Phoenician deity. 

(Besides Tyre, Sidon, and Arados, the 
only important seaports in Phoenicia 
would be Byblos and Berytos, cp. 
Kiepert, Manual, § 97.) 

KQcé Σνέννεσις ᾿Ωρομέδοντος. A 
Syennesis of Kilikia appears in the year 
585 B.c. mediating between Lydians 
and Medes (1. 74); another, and it 
might be the one here mentioned, as 
about contemporary with the Ionian 
revolt (5. 118). Xenophon reports the 
dealings of Kyros, the younger, with a 
Syennesis of Kilikia in 401 3.c. (Hell. 
8. 1. 1, cf. Anadb. 1. 2. 12-27). The 
word is either a frequently recurrin 
name for the kings of Kilikia, or a oval 
title (lows σημιτικὴ λέξις schda nasi = 


εὐγενὴς πρίγκιψ. Wecklein-Zomariades). 
Aisch ylos (Persat 829-381) devotes three 
lines to the gallant death of thisSyennesis 
at Salamis. Herodotos (9. 107) provides 
a Greek, and indeed an Halikarnassian 
successor. 

Oromedon appears as a name or epithet 
in some ass. of Theokritos 7. 46 (v.2. 
for εὐρυμέδοντος), and is aaa bei by 
the scholiast as (1) a title of Pan, (2) 
the name of a mountain in Kos. But 
these are probably only scholiastic 
sophisms. 

δ. Δύκιος Κυβενίσκος Σίκα. Ky- 
berniskos has a Greek sound (κυβερνήτης, 
gubernare, govern), or at least an 
Hellenized appearance. A Κύβερνις, son 
of Kydias, of Athens, appears on an 
inscription not earlier than 277/6 B.c. 
Dittenberger, 149 (i.! p. 232, 1.2 880). 

Sikas may perhaps ἔς ἃ shorter form 
of Sikinnos (8. 75 infra), and likewise 
has a Greek tone, possibly deveptive. 
But Lykians might very well have 
Hellenic, or Hellenistic names. Σίκων 
is a not uncommon name in Athens. 

Κύπριοι: it is remarkable that Hdt. 
does not here specify the Kyprian states 
to which Γόργος ὁ Χέρσιος and Τιμῶναξ 
ὁ Tirpaydpes respectively belonged. 
Timonax and Timagoras are thorough 
Greeks, and must have ruled one of 
the Greek states other than Salamis 
(perhaps Kurion or Soli? But Aristo- 
kypros, son of Philokypros, was king of 
Sli in 496 B.c., 5.118). Gorgos, the son 
of Chersis, is incidentally established as 
king of the Salaminians in 8. 11; but 
the absence here of any reference back 
to the notices of this Hellenized House 
given in 4. 163, δ. 104, 118, etc., is still 
more remarkable, except on the supposi- 
tion that this passage is of earlier 
composition, or that Hdt. follows in 
various places various sources 80 slavishly 
as to surrender his rights of combination, 
and cross-reference! Cp. Introduction, 
88. 7, 8, 10. Τόργος is good Greek, not 
to say Arkadian (Leake, Jnser. 1, Pape- 
Benseler). Chersis also may pass for 
Greek. He had at least three sons 
(Onesilos, 5. 104, Gorgos, Philaon, 8. 11), 
and was himself the son of a Siromos 
(cp. 1. 8 supra) and grandson of Evelthon 
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Γόργος τε ὁ Χέρσιος καὶ Τιμῶναξ ὁ Τιμαγόρεω, καὶ Καρῶν 
ἹἽστιαῖός τε ὁ Τύμνεω καὶ Πίγρης ὁ Ὑ σσελδώμου καὶ Δαμασί- 


θυμος ὁ Κανδαύλεω. 


τῶν μέν νυν ἄλλων οὐ παραμέμνημαι 99 


ταξιάρχων ὡς οὐκ ἀναγκαζόμενος, ᾿Αρτεμεσίης δὲ [τῆς] μάλιστα 
θῶμα ποιεῦμαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα στρατευσαμένης γυναικός" 
ἥτις ἀποθανόντος τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτή τε ἔχουσα τὴν τυραννίδα 


6 τιμωνάς B 
van H. 


99. 1 τῶν pe. . 


7 πίγρησσος σελδώμον B: Πίγρης ὁ Σελδώμον P, 
ἀναγκαζόμενος damn. Stein: nonne 


legenda potius τῶν μέν κτλ., τῆς δὲ μάλιστα κτλι΄, ᾿Αρτεμισίης deleto? 


|] δέ, τῆς Stein!, Holder, van H. 
van H. || τῆς del. Stein 


(5. 104). The i may be ex- 
hibited as wi 

νὰ aa 

Siromos 


si 


Ϊ | 
Onesilos Gorgos Philaon 


6. Kapév. The Karians enjoy a 
disproportionate notice from the Hali- 
karnassian, as, besides the three leaders 
here specified, Queen Artemisia is coming 
in for a chapter to herself (99). 

7. ‘Ionatos ὁ Τύμνεω is surely the 
tyrant of Termera, or Termeron, cp. 5. 
87 (and my note ad l.). Πίγρης ὁ 
Ὑσσελδώμον has a proper name shared 
by many persons more or less known to 
fame: (1) the Halikarnassian, brother 
or accord. to Plutarch de Malig. 48, 
son of Artemisia, and no mean poet; 
(2) a Pigres who acted as interpreter 
for Kyros (Anab. 1. 2. 17, ete.) may 
very well have been a Karian ; (8) the 
Paionian mentioned 5. 12 supra and 
others, The patronymic forbids the 
identification of the first, and other 
obvious considerations, the identification 
of either the other two, with the son 
of Hysseldomos, or Seldomos (cp. App. 
Crit.). This last name, in either form, 
is scarcely of Greek origin ; but the root 
of πίγρης is perhaps to be found in 


wixpés. 

Δαμασίθυμος ὁ KavSat\euo may 
fairly be identified with the King of 
the Kalyndians, run down by Artemisia, 
and presumably drowned, at Salamis, 8. 
87. His own name is transparent Greek. 
His father’s name, Kandaules, ab pay f 
at least a nitive God’s, ‘the hound- 


2 ταξιαρχέων B, Stein’, Holder, 


(wolf?) strangler’ Hermes : Ἑρμῆ κυνάγχα 
Μηονιστὶ Κανδαῦλα, Hipponax, ‘th 1, 
Bergk ii.* 460: a title easily explicable 
from Indogerm. roots, and presumably 
of Phrygian extraction, see iE retechiner, 
Einleitung, p. 388 f. 

99. 1. τῶν μὲν ἄλλων οὐ παραμέ- 
μνημαι: cp. co. 96 supra. os ; 
of naval commanders, unusual, cp. 8. 67 
ταξίαρχοι ἀπὸ τῶν νεῶν. Thecontingent led 
by Artemisia [ΌΤΤΩ ἃ τάξις. Stein suspects 
the phrase τῶν μὲν... ἀναγκαζόμενος and 
brackets τῆς just after. My doubt would 
be confin to the words ws οὐκ 
ἀναγκαζόμενος in the one case, but would 
extend to the proper name ᾿Αρτεμισίης in 
the other, as its occurrence here dis- 
τρις its solemn introduction five lines 
ower. 


8. γυναικός. The position is emphatic. 


This new Amazon fills the soul of Hdt. 
with wonder (θῶμα wocetua). ‘* With 


Hdt. (says Rawlinson) patriotism [civic?] 
triumphs over every other motive [!], and 
he does ample justice [!] to the character 
of one who, he felt, had conferred 
honour upon his birthplace.” Was 
this testimonial to Artemisia written 
before, or after, Hdt.’s own expulsion 
from Halikarnassos? He seems here to 
bear the tyranny in his native city little 
malice. 

4. τοῦ & Suidas (sub v. lypns) 
gives the husband’s name as ‘ Mausolos,’ 
8 nomination obviously open to the 
suspicion of an exchange with the 
devoted Karian queen and author of the 
‘Mausoleum’ in the fourth century, Β.0. 
It may be observed that the name 
Mausolos occurs in Hdt. 6. 118, as the 
father of Pixodaros, one of the wisest 
leaders (according to Hdt.) in the Karian 
revolt of 497 B.c., and though that 
Mansolos cannot have been the husband 
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5 καὶ παιδὸς ὑπάρχοντος venview ὑπὸ λήματός τε καὶ avdpnins 


4 ’ὔ 3 ~ e 4 ἢ 9 0 
ἐστρατεύετο, οὐδεμιῆς of ἐούσης ἀναγκαίης. 


οὔνομα μὲν δὴ 


ἣν αὐτῇ ᾿Αρτεμισίη, θυγάτηρ δὲ ἦν Λυγδάμιος, γένος δὲ ἐξ 
᾿Αλικαρνησσοῦ τὰ πρὸς πατρός, τὰ μητρόθεν δὲ Ἐρῆσσα. 
ἡγεμόνευε δὲ ᾿Αλικαρνησσέων τε καὶ Κῴων καὶ Νισυρίων τε 


ιο καὶ Καλυδνίων, πέντε νέας παρεχομένη. 


καὶ συναπάσης 


τῆς στρατιῆς, μετά γε τὰς Σιδωνίων, νέας εὐδοξοτάτας παρεί- 
NETO, πάντων τε τῶν συμμάχων γνώμας ἀρίστας βασιλέι 


ἀπεδέξατος τῶν δὲ κατέλεξα πολίων ἡγεμονεύειν αὐτήν, τὸ 
6 συνεστρατεύετο Cobet appr. van H. || of om. a || ὄνομα van H. 
7 e€€om.a 9 κών B 11 évdofordras Wesseling 13 ἡγε- 


μονεύειν αὐτὴν sec]. van H. 


of this Artemisia, I venture to suggest 
that Pixodaros was (cp. my note to 5. 
118). 

5. παιδὸς ὑπάρχοντος venvlew. Stein 
takes venview to mean that the son was 
old enough to lead the forces: Suidas 
(sub v. ‘Hpédoros) gives Πισίνδηλις as his 
name. (The word may be connected 
with Πισιδία, Πισιδαί, the termination 
-inda, -anda being locally characteristic. ) 

fparés τε καὶ ἀνδρηίης : cp. 9. 
62, 5. 72, 111 for λῆμα, ἃ poetical word ; 
and cp. Sophokl. £7. 988 for ἀνδρεία of 
women. 

6. ἀναγκαίης would here be physical 
compulsion ; cp. c. 96 supra. 

7. °A ἢ: the goddess of whom 
she has her name is of course the 
‘Ephesian’ Artemis, i.e. a form of the 
Great Asianic Mother. It is perhaps 
only her name which leads the scholiast 
to Aristoph. Lysistr. 676 to make her 
τὸ γένος "Edeoia. Her mother is a 
‘ μὰ et her ee ta Laine 

υγδάμιος. is Lygdamis, her 
father, was presumably dynast of Hali- 
karnassos, and if Artemisia married 
Pixodaros, son of Mausolos, from Kindys, 
she may have brought him into the 
dynasty, on the principles of female 
succession, which were characteristic of 
the region (cp. Radet, Lydie 121, Gelzer, 
Rh. Mus. xxxv. 1880, 516 f.). The name 
Lygdamis occurs previously as that of the 
rant of Naxos, supported by Peisistratos 
(Hdt. 1. 61, 64), and earlier stil] as the 
name of a chieftain of the Kimmerii, or 
Treres (if late authorities can be trusted ; 
e.g. Strabo 61 Αὐύγδαμις δὲ τοὺς αὑτοῦ ἄγων 
μέχρι Ανδίας καὶ ᾿Ιωνίας ἤλασε καὶ Σάρδεις 
εἷλεν, ἐν Κιλικίᾳ δὲ διεφθάρη). It was 
borne by the grandson and successor 


of Artemisia, under whom Herodotos 
lled from Halikarnassos, Suidas 


was ex 
l.c.; Hicks, Manual?, No. 27. The 
Greek origin of this name λύγδος, 


‘white,’ or λύγδην (λύζω), is anything 
but certain. The name occurs on Carian 
tituli ; cp. Radet, Lydte, p. 180. 

8. Κρῆσσα leaves her exact ethnikon 
uncertain, whether Dorian, or ‘ Eteo- 
kretan,’ or what a 4 = 

9. veve. t. does not 6 y 
Teese : ‘tyrannis’ of Artemisia in 
Halikarnassos. She led ‘the men of 
Halikarnassos and Kos, of Nisyros and 
Kalydna.’ Four names su ee five 
ships ; of the five, perhaps Halikarnassos 
(rather than the ‘Kalydnai’) supplied 
two. These five ships must be 
included in A ee eg ree Cc. 
98 supra. isyros, Kos, an ydna 
are three islands (in order from 8. to N.) 
off the promontory of Halikarnassos. 
Νιίσυρόν τ' εἶχον. . καὶ Κῶν... νήσους 
re Ἐαλύδνας, 71. 2. 676f. The form 
Κάλυμνα is also found (e.g. coins, inscrip. 
C.I.G. 2671), and better distinguished 
the island (still named ‘ Kalymnos’) from 
the Karian town Κάλυνδα, cp. 8. 87. 

11. μετά ye τὰς Σιδωνίων : cp. c. 96 
supra. Her exploit recorded in 8. 87 
is hardly sufficient to justify this ex- 
travagant praise; the excellence of her 
counsel is exhibited 8. 68 and 102, 
passages perhaps composed to illustrate 
this text. 

18. τῶν δὲ κατέλεξα πολίων. τὰς δὲ 
πολίας τῶν κατέλεξα ἡγεμονεύειν αὐτήν, 
ie. an attraction of πολίων, not of the 
relative τῶν. This seems preferable to 
taking πολίων as genitive after τὸ ἔθνος 
(‘the nationality ). In any case the 
compound κατέλεξα, which suggests rather 
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ἔθνος ἀποφαίνω πᾶν ἐὸν Δωρικόν, ᾿Αλικαρνησσέας μὲν Τροι- 
ζηνίους, τοὺς δὲ ἄλλους ᾿Επιδαυρίους. ἐς μὲν τοσόνδε ὁ 
ναυτικὸς στρατὸς εἴρηται. 

Ἐξέρξης δέ, ἐπεὶ ἠριθμήθη τε καὶ διετάχθη ὁ στρατός, 
ἐπεθύμησε αὐτός σφεας διεξελάσας θεήσασθαι" μετὰ δὲ ἐποίεε 
ταῦτα, καὶ διεξελαύνων ἐπὶ ἅρματος παρὰ ἔθνος ἕν ὅκαστον 
ἐπυνθάνετο, καὶ ἀπέγραφον οἱ γραμματισταί, ἕως ἐξ ἐσχάτων 


14 Tpo{nviovs? idem 15 ἐς. . εἴρηται glossema videtur 
100. 1 éxeire? van H. || ἠριθμήθη Schaefer: ἤἠρίθμησέ Stein, codd. |] re 


om. B 
idem 


the list (xarddoyos) of cities than the 
simple predication of leadership, is not 
quite oe used. The reference back 
(only the third so far in the Bk., cp. 
c. 98 supra) is to the list in the last 
sentence but one. Rawlinson remarks 
that Halikarnassos had been excluded 
from the Dorian amphiktiony, 1. 144, 
yet ‘Kos is subject to the excommuni- 
cated city.’ This would be an interesting 
example of the separation of Church 
and State in early times; but is it 
certain that the episode in 1. 144 is 
prior to 480 B.c. ἢ 

14, ἀποφαίνω, ‘I (as born Halikar- 

nassian) do declare’; cp. 2. 16 (Stein). 

πᾶν ἐὸν Δωρικόν. Hdt. will not 
allow any impurity or miscegenation in 
the population of the Dorian Hexapolis ; 
it all oes back to the Dorians of the 
Argolid, the Halikarnassians to Dorian 
Troizen, the rest (i.e. Kos, Nisyros, 
Kalymnos, or Kalymna, or Kalymnai) 
to Dorian Epidauros. 

The doctrine of the purely Dorian 
character of these settlements—as indeed 
of the romaining Dorians both within 
and without the Hexapolis (cp. ο. 98 
supra and 1. 144)—is anything but in- 
disputable. (1) That the Dorian invaders 
of the Peloponnesos could have spared 
sufficient drafts to colonize SW. Asia 
Minor is on the face of it improbable. 
(2) Nor is the purely Dorian character 
of the Peloponnesian Dorians itself to 
be admitted: apart from the question 
of intermarriage, many passed for Dorians, 
as others for Achaeans, who had little 
right to the name. (8) The Homeric 
catalogue makes Kos (Zé. 2. 677) Hellenic 
before the Trojan War, as also Lindos 
(656), Karpathos (676), Syme (671), etc. 
Rawliuson regardsall thatasanachronism, 


2 διεξελάσας secl. van H.: ‘requireretur saltem διεξελαύνων᾽ 
3 Num ἔθνος παρ᾽ ἔθνος scribendum? zap B || ἕν om. B 


80 likewise the prae-Dorian date assigned 
by some authorities to the colonisation 
of Halikarnassos (cp. Strabo 5438, 939, 
Steph. B. sud v.); but we must now be 
prepared to re ize that ‘Pelopon- 
nesians’ and others freely across 
the Aegean long before the days of the 
Return of the Herakleids. There are 
two possibilities to be reckoned with: 
(a) The ‘Dorians’ were a much earlier 
and more primitive element in the 
Aegean population than the legend of 
the ‘Return’ recognizes; or (5), as is 
more probable, the ‘Dorian’ cvloniza- 
tion in Asia was merely an Ὶ 

the Dorian element small and nominal, 
confined at first perhaps to the leaders, 
or new oikists; cp. story of Dorieus, 
δ. 42ff. That ade pba a real 
presence is prove the a rance 
of the Dorian tribes ih Halileatnaasos. 
Kalymna, Kos (though late?); cp. 
Hermann-Thumeer, i 110. How fac- 
titious, ‘pragmatic,’ or tendenzids such 
legends may be is illustrated by the 
stories of Thera and Kyrene; see Hat. 
IV.-VI. vol. ii. pp. 264 ff. 

100. 1. ὁ στρατός : here ὁ πεζός (-Ξ ἡ 
ἵππος καὶ ὁ πεζός). 

2. ἐποίεε ταῦτα, sc. αὐτός σφεας διεξ- 
ελαύνων ἐθηεῖτο. 

8. vos: were the ethnic divisions, 
then, still visible under the arrangement 
κατὰ τέλεα, in myriads (c. 82 supra)? 
If so, each of the forty-six nations must 
ge γον προσ siren 

: ο Heeren 
first suggested that 1 Hat. had personal 
access to the documents drawn up on 
this occasion (Asiatic Nations, i. 441, 
K.T.): Heeren’s idea was approved by 
Thirlwall. Rawlinson sees, in ‘‘the 
minuteness of description” a ‘‘ proof 


100 


128 


ς ἐς ἔσχατα ἀπίκετο καὶ τῆς ἵππου καὶ τοῦ πεζοῦ. 


HPOAOTOY 


VII 


ὡς δὲ 


ταῦτά οἱ ἐπεποίητο, τῶν νεῶν κατελκυσθεισέων ἐς θάλασσαν, 
ἐνθαῦτα ὁ Ἐξέρξης μετεκβὰς ἐκ τοῦ ἅρματος ἐς νέα Σιδωνίην 
Wero ὑπὸ σκηνῇ χρυσέῃ καὶ παρέπλεε παρὰ τὰς πρῴρας τῶν 
νεῶν, ἐπειρωτῶν τε ἑκάστας ὁμοίως καὶ τὸν πεζὸν καὶ ἀπο- 


10 γραφόμενος. 


τὰς δὲ νέας οἱ ναύαρχοι ἀνωγωγόντες ὅσον τε 


τέσσερα πλέθρα ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰγιαλοῦ ἀνεκώχευον, τὰς πρῴρας 
ἐς γῆν τρέψαντες πάντες μετωπηδὸν καὶ ἐξοπλίσαντες τοὺς 


ἐπιβάτας ὡς ἐς πόλεμον. 


ὃ 8 ἐντός «τε» τῶν πρῳρέων 


πλέων ἐθηεῖτο καὶ τοῦ αὐγιαλοῦ. 


8 χρυσῇ ῖ van H. 
τὸν van H. 


10 ἀνάγοντες B || τε om. B 


9 ὁμοίως ὡς καὶ τὸν B, Holder: ὁμοίως ws 


12 στρέψαντες Naber 


13 <re> Stein || πρωρέων Stein! 3 (corr. van H.) 


itive that the foundation of the whole 
is not desultory inquiry but a document.” 
(There is a mean between ‘desultory 
inquiry’ and ‘a document’; also, there 
are docuinents and documents.) Grote 
(against Heeren and Thirlwali) put 

own Hdt.’s information to ‘‘ the Greeks 
who accompanied the expedition.” 
Trautwein has combined this view with 
the documental idea in his discovery of 
‘The Memoirs of Dikaios.’ That royal 
army- and navy-lists, and of these forces, 
existed, or had existed in Hdt.’s time, 
we may well believe; but that they 
were first drawn up at Doriskos, or in 
the manner described, is not probable ; 
they may, however, have been in use 
there, for purposes of review, muster, 
and verification. They are not likely to 
have contained the multifarious know- 
cee exhibited in the Herodotean lists ; 
and as they would presumably have 
been written in Persian, Hdt. could 
hardly have made use of them at first 
hand. Upon the whole subject see 
ee Introduction, § 10, Appendix 

. § 5. 

6. ἐπεποίητο : the pluperfect has here 
its temporal force ; cp. co. 62, 64, etc. 

κατελκυσθεισέων : they had been 
drawn up on shore, c. 59 supra. 

7. ὁ Ἐξέρξης : the effect of this rare 
article is no doubt to emphasize the 
subject: but is the oocasion tants ἢ 

ὠγνίην : cp. cc. 44, 96, 128, ete. 

8. ὑπὸ σκηνῇ χρυσέῃ: hardly the 
same as the one used by the king on 
shore, left to Mardonios (9. 70, 82), looted 
by the Athenians, and finally used as 
model for the Odeion (Plutarch, Per. 18, 


Pausan. 1. 20. 4); but rather such an 
one as Cleopatra used in her galley on 
the river Kydnos when she went to meet 
Mark Antony (Plutarch, Ant. 26), a σκιὰς 
χρυσόπαστος. 

πρῴρας: on the correct form cp. 

L. ἃ 8. sub νυ. xpypa. 
9. ἑκάστας : each set of ships, each 
division (force of pl., cp. cc. 1, 36, etc.). 
10. of ναύαρχοι : vominated c. 97 as 
στρατηγοί, but the word ναύαρχοι has 
n used c. 59. ἀνάγειν : a nautical 
term, as in 6. 12, with the object ex- 
ressed, while 8. 76 it is used absolutely 


= ἀνάγεσθαι). 

11. - : δοΐ a stade, or 
not much more than 180 yards (184 yds. 
2 ft.). Hdt. does not suggest that there 
was more than one line of veasels. 1207 
triremes in one line with their oars out 
would have occupied at least 14-15 miles. 
Off the Magnesian coast, however, they 
were anchored eight deep. If that plan 
had been followed here it would reduce 
the line to a couple of miles. What 
meanwhile became of the ‘‘ 3000” trans- 
ports, etc. f 

ἀνεκώχενον : as in 6. 116. 

12. v. Baehr approves junctis 
Srontibus, eine geschlossene bildend ; 
but the ships all had their oars out, and 
must have had full water-way. In Thuc. 
2. 90. 4 the term is opposed to ὀπὶ κέρως, 
and means ‘in line. It certainly hare 
does not suggest the formation ἐπὶ ὀκτώ. 

ἐξοπλίσαντεςξ : here no doubt ἐξ- 
οπλίζειν, ‘to arm fully’; it is found in 
the contrary sense: Appian, B.C. 2. 28 
ἐξοπλίζειν Καίσαρα τῆς στρατιᾶς, appar- 
ently a late use. 
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129 


μετεπέμψατο Δημάρητον τὸν ᾿Αρίστωνος συστρατευόμενον αὐτῷ 


ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, καλέσας δ᾽ αὐτὸν εἴρετο τάδε. 


“ Δημάρητε, 


νῦν μοι σὲ ἡδύ τι ἐστὶ εἰρέσθαι τὰ θέλω. σὺ εἷς “Ἕλλην 
τε, καὶ ὡς ἐγὼ πυνθάνομαι σεῦ τε καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ᾿Ἑλλήνων ς 
τῶν ἐμοὶ ἐς λόγους ἀπικνεομένων, πόλιος οὔτ᾽ ἐλαχίστης οὔτ᾽ 


> , 
ἀσθενεστάτης. 


φ 4. 2 A 
οὐδ᾽ εἰ πάντες 


νῦν ὧν poe τόδε φράσον, εἰ 
μενέουσι χεῖρας ἐμοὶ ἀνταειρόμενοι. 
Ἕλληνες καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ οἱ πρὸς ἑσπέρης 


“Ἕλληνες ὑπο- 
οὐ γάρ, ὡς ἐγὼ δοκέω, 


οἰκέοντες ἄνθρωποι συλλεχθείησαν, οὐκ ἀξιόμαχοι εἰσὶ ἐμὲ το 


ἐπιόντα ὑπομεῖναι, μὴ ἐόντες ἄρθμιοι. 
ἀπὸ σεῦ, ὁκοῖόν τι λέγεις περὶ αὐτῶν, πυθέσθαι." 


θέλω μέντοι καὶ τὸ 
ὃ μὲν 


ταῦτα εἰρώτα, ὃ δὲ ὑπολαβὼν ἔφη “ βασιλεῦ, κότερα ἀληθείῃ 


χρήσωμαι πρὸς σὲ ἢ ἡδονῇ ;" 
ἐκέλευε, φὰς οὐδέν οἱ ἀηδέστερον ἔσεσθαι ἢ πρότερον ἦν. 


ὃ δέ μιν ἀληθείῃ χρήσασθαι 





101. 1 νεὼς B 
σθαι:-- θέλω van Η. 


van H. || οὔτ᾽ : οὐκ B || ovr 


3 ὦ Δημάρητε Sz 
6 ἀπηκομένων R: ἀπικομένων. 33.0ΟἹ ‘forsan recte’ 
ἀσθενεστάτης om. B 


4 τι om. B || τὰ «πυθέ- 


9 λοιποὶ οἱ a: 


οἱ om. β 10 ἀξιόμαχοί εἰσι Stein}, Holder, van H. 11 «μή 
τί γε-- μὴ Tournier 12 ὁκοῖόν. . αὐτῶν del. Cobet: τερὶ αὐτῶν 
λέγεις a 14 Χρήσομαι B (Stein! app. cr. χρήσωνται AB: aur 


id? χρήσωμαι AB: χρήσομαι) || χρῆσθαι B 


πρότερον ἦν del. van H., Holder 


101. 2. ψατο καλέσας. 
τάδε, ‘sent for him (to come into his 
presence), (when he was come) called him 
to him, and questioned him as follows.’ 
Δημάρητον τὸν "Aploravos : 

Xerxes and Demaratos (cc. 101-104), 
‘the son of Ariston,’ already one of the 
dramatis personae, cp. 0. ὃ supra. But 
the patronymic is not sheer proof of 
obliviscence, or of independent sources, 
but may be used deliberately for effect. 
The bare name here would, indeed, have 
been ineffective, nor would the patrony- 
mic by itself have been sufficient intro- 
duction. Seneca, de Benefic. 6. 31, ruins 
the story by transferring to Demaratos 
the sentiments of Artabanos. Seneca’s 
lapse does not discredit Hdt., but neither 
does it enhance his authority, or the 
authenticity of this interview. On the 
sources cp. Introduction, § 10. 

4. νῦν, ‘now that we have reviewed 
all the forces of the empire.’ 

6. πόλιος οὔτ᾽ day : Xerxes 
enlarges his view of Sparta c. 135 infra. 
The days of crass ignorance (1. 153) are 


VOL.I PT. I 


15 φὰς om. B || ἢ 


past! The king says nothing of the 
shameful barbarity of the Spartans ; op. 
ο. 188 infra. 

7. ὑπομενέουσι : cp. infra ἐμὲ ἐπιόντα 
ὑπομεῖναι. 

11. μὴ ἐόντες ἄρθμιοι, ‘unless the mf 
soa together’ (a Poe condition 

. c. 88 supra). In that case the king 

: mits that the united Greeks (πάντες 
Ἕλληνε:), with all their fellow-creatures 
to the west (ol λοιποὶ ol wp. ἐσ. olkx. 
ἄνθρωποι) in one levy (συλλογή), might 
have a chance of resistance (χεῖρας 
ἀνταείρεσθαι, 6. 44, c. 209 infra). Blakes- 
ley would place μὴ ἐόντες παθμῖοι after 
ἀνταειρόμενοι. For ἄρθμιος cp. 9. 9, 87, 
and 6. 88 (neut. ) Even ‘wavres 
“EAAnves cannot be intended to include 
the Hellenic subjects of his Majesty. 


14. χρήσωμαι : cp. App. Crit. Baehr 
defends χρήσομαι, as χρήσεται for χρήσαιτο 
in 5. 12, where the mss. show both 
forms. The subjunctive here seems 
more courteous. 


15. ἀηδέστερον : so. μίν. 
K 
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δὲ ταῦτα ἤκουσε Δημάρητος, ἔλεγε τάδε. “ βασιλεῦ, ἐπειδὴ 
ἀληθείῃ διαχρήσασθαι πάντως κελεύεις ταῦτα λέγοντα τὰ μὴ 
ψευδόμενός τις ὕστερον ὑπὸ σεῦ ἁλώσεται, τῇ Ἑλλάδι πενίη 
ς μὲν αἰεί κοτε σύντροφος ἐστί, ἀρετὴ δὲ ἔπακτος ἐστί, ἀπό τε 
σοφίης κατεργασμένη καὶ νόμου ἰσχυροῦ: τῇ διαχρεωμένη ἡ 
“Ἑλλὰς τήν τε πενίην ἀπαμύνεται καὶ τὴν δεσποσύνην. αἰνέω 
μέν νυν πάντας “EXAnvas τοὺς περὶ ἐκείνους τοὺς Δωρικοὺς 
χώρους οἰκημένους, ἔρχομαι δὲ λέξων οὐ περὶ πάντων τούσδε 
10 τοὺς λόγους ἀλλὰ περὶ Λακεδαιμονίων μούνων, πρῶτα μὲν ὅτι 
οὐκ ἔστι ὅκως κοτὲ σοὺς δέξονται λόγους δουλοσύνην φέροντας 


a“ 


τῇ Ἑλλάδι, αὗτις δὲ ὡς ἀντιώσονταί τοι és μάχην καὶ ἣν οἱ 
ἄλλοι “Ἕλληνες πάντες τὰ σὰ φρονέωσι. 


ἀριθμοῦ δὲ πέρι, 


102. 3 διαχρήσασθαι a: χρήσασθαι B, Holder, van H.: δὴ χρήσασθαι 
Stob. flor. 7. 58 || πάντως με B, Holder: με om. a, Stob., van H. 5 
αἰεὶ a: ἀεί κοτε B, Holder || σύνεστιν (sic) B, Stob., Holder || ἐστί sec. 1. 


del. van H. 
Δωρικοὺς secl. van H. 


102. 8. τὰ μὴ... ἁλώσεται : i.e. τοιαῦτα 
ὥστε μὴ ἁλώσεσθαι, the relative sentence 
having the value of a final (Stein). Cp. 
4. 166 ἐπιθυμέοντα μνημόσυνον ἑωυτοῦ 


- λιπέσθαι τοῦτο τὸ μὴ ἄλλῳ εἴη βασιλέι κατ- 


εργασμένον κτλ. 

4. τῇ Ἑλλάδι κτλ., grammatically 
speaking, forms the apodosis to the 
sentence introduced by ἐπειδή supra. 
Logically, a colon should intervene, as 
ἐρέω, or ἔρχομαι λέξων, or such like (φέρ᾽ 
εἴπω). Rhetorically, the inconsequence 
is effective. 

‘Hellas’ is here used in a narrowed 
sense of the peninsula. 

The sentiment which follows is of the 
‘gnomic’ order: παθήματα μαθήματα: 
cp. Thuc. 1. 128. 1 ἐκ τῶν πόνων ras 
ἀρετὰς κτᾶσθαι: Eurip. Fr. 641 πενία δὲ 
σοφίαν ἔλαχε διὰ τὸ σνγγενές : Theocr. 
21.14 πενία, Διόφαντε, μόνα τὰς τέχνας 
ἐγείρει Αὐτὰ τῶ μόχθοιο διδάσκαλος. 
Hdt. however (for it is, of course, Hdt. 
speaking), rather mixes his metaphors, 
and obscures his argument, as in other 
cases (cp. cc. 152, 162 infra). If poverty 
is indigenous (σύντροφος), how is it to 
be ‘warded off,’ like the outlandish 
‘tyranny’ (δεσποσύνη) ἢ To cease to be 
poor is to invite attack. This was the 
moral of the Lykurgean institutions 
(σοφίη, νόμος ἰσχνρός), which no doubt 

roduced manly valour (ἀρετή, &xaxros), 

ut aimed not at banishing but at 
nursing its elementary conditions. His- 
torically, indeed (alel xore), the time had 


6 ἡ Ἑλλὰς secl. idem 
11 δέξωνται a 


8 πάντας τοὺς B || κείνους BPz || 
18 πάντες post φρονέωσι B 


been when the wealth of ‘gold Mykenai’ 
attracted the r but well-armed in- 
vaders. That is a point Hdt. forgets. 
But there was something paradoxical, no 
doubt, in the wealthy and ill-armed 
Asiatics swarming to the invasion of 
hard-headed, hard-handed Hellas (for 
which moral cp. further 9. 80-82). The 
bearing of the Mykenaian finds on the 
ΒΥ of Hellas is noticed in Tsountas- 
anatt, Mykenean Age, p. 217. 


7. αἰνέω μέν. Demaratos talks like 
a sage and a patriot, not like a ki ἕ in 
exile scheming for his restoration. Hdt. 
drops the mask. The ‘Dorian’ also 
moves in him, and he proceeds to 
write the eulogy of Lakedaimon in 
terms which no Greek could ever have 
addressed to the Great King. It is the 
preparation for the legend of Thermo- 
pylai, to the glory of the Λακεδαιμόνιοι 
μοῦνο. Hdt. had probably not yet 
written the story of Athens, which with 
less gross injustice glorified the ᾿Αθηναῖοι 
μοῦνοι : cp. 9. 27; c. 10 supra. (If the 
story c. 289 infra could be trusted, 
Demaratos had recently been in com- 
munication with Sparta. ) 

11. οὐκ ἔστι ὅκως = οὐδαμῶς (Sitzler). 

18. τὰ σὰ φρονέωσι : cp. 5. 8, ce. 
145, 172 infra, 9. 99. 

δὲ πέρι. Xerxes has not 
bssuiteatattane intention of asking about 
the number. The time, however, will 
come for that; c. 234 infra. 
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μὴ πύθῃ ὅσοι τινὲς ἐόντες ταῦτα ποιέειν οἷοί τε εἰσί: Hw τε 
γὰρ τύχωσι ἐξεστρατευμένοι χίλιοι, otros μαχήσονταί τοι, ἤν 15 
τε ἐλάσσονες τούτων, ἤν τε καὶ πλεῦνες." ταῦτα ἀκούσας 108 
Ἐέρξης γελάσας ἔφη “ Δημάρητε, οἷον ἐφθόγξαο ἔπος, ἄνδρας 
χιλίους στρατιῇ τοσῇδε μαχήσεσθαι. ἄγε εἰπέ μοι" σὺ φὴς 
τούτων τῶν ἀνδρῶν βασιλεὺς αὐτὸς γενέσθαι" σὺ ὧν ἐθελήσεις 
αὐτίκα μάλα πρὸς ἄνδρας δέκα μάχεσθαι; καίτοι εἰ τὸ 5 
πολιτικὸν ὑμῖν πᾶν ἐστι τοιοῦτον οἷον σὺ διαιρέεις, σέ γε 
τὸν κείνων βασιλέα πρέπει πρὸς τὸ διπλήσιον ἀντιτάσσεσθαι 
κατὰ νόμους τοὺς ὑμετέρους. εἰ γὰρ κείνων ὅκαστος δέκα 
ἀνδρῶν τῆς στρατιῆς τῆς ἐμῆς ἀντάξιος ἐστί, σὲ δέ γε δίζημαε 
εἴκοσι εἶναι ἀντάξιον. καὶ οὕτω μὲν ὀρθοῖτ᾽ ἂν ὁ λόγος ὁ 
παρὰ σέο λεγόμενος" εἰ δὲ τοιοῦτοί τε ἐόντες καὶ μεγάθεα 


4 αὐτὸς del. Cobet: post σὺ 


1038. 3 μαχήσασθαι B || σὺ: οὐ β 
5 μάχεσθαι a: μαχήσασθαι R: 


ὧν transp. van H. || θέλεις B 


9 δέ a: om. B: 


μαχέσασθαι S: μαχήσεσθαι V 
ep. Sitzler ap. Bursian J.-B. 86. 59 
|| ὀρθοῖτο ὁ B 


6 διερέεις B 
10 ἀντάξιον a: δίκαιον B, Holder 


11 σεῦ εἰρημένος B, Holder, van H. 





15. χίλιοι : this figure was destined 
to play a fatal part in the story of 
Thermopylai ; cp. cc. 202, 228 infra. 

108. δ. τὸ πολιτικόν : Stein under- 
stands, ‘‘your whole institutions” ; 
Sitzler, ‘‘the citizen-body.” Cp. Aristot. 
Eth. N. 3. 8. 9=1116b τὰ δὲ πολιτικὰ 
μένοντα ἀποθνήσκει (there contrasted 
with of στρατιῶται). κείνων seems to 
support the latter, and the apodosis as 
a whole the former interpretation. 

6. οἷον σὺ διαιρέεια : c. 17 supra. 

8. κατὰ vépous τοὺς 6 Raw- 
linson sees an allusion to the ‘‘double 
portion,” 6. 57, and perhaps to the 
**gupposed double vote,’ id. Blakesley 
and Stein refer to the former, and Stein 
remarks that Xerxes shows himself here 
better informed than afterwards, in c. 
234 infra; almost too well informed, 
for the argument is at best obscure. 
Hdt. could hardly expect his readers, or 
hearers, to have the on the γέρεα 
of the Spartan kings in mind so vividly 
as to take up this obscure allusion, even 
if that passage were of earlier composi- 
tion than this; while, if the ‘double 
portion’ of the Spartan king was so 
notorious, it need not have been elabor- 
ately reported at all. Perhaps the 
reference here must be admitted as 
something of an artistic flaw, it being 
what Xerxes could hardly under auy 


circumstances have made, and what Hat. 
himself should not have made. To 
account for it is difficult, except on the 
supposition that the on the 
γέρεα of the Spartan kings was alread 
‘in type.’ If so, the conversation wi 
Demaratos must be of later compositional 
date, or must have been considerably 
retouched, in the retractation of these 
Books (7-9) ; cp. Introduction, § 9. 

9. σὲ δέ ye: a strict δέ in apodosi, 
cp. Index; σέ ye, c. 10 supra. 

Sitnpar, ‘require,’ ‘look for,’ 
rather than ‘inquire’; cp. 4. 30 προσ- 
θήκας γὰρ δή μοι ὁ λόγος ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
ἐδίζητο. 

10. ὀρθοῖτ᾽ ἂν ὁ λόγοι-- ὀρθὸς ay εἴη 
ὁ λ. e construction, but not the 
sense, is parallel to Aischyl. Choé&ph. 
773 ἐν ἀγγέλῳ γὰρ xpurris ὀρθοῦται 
λόγος. 

ὁ λόγος ὁ παρὰ σέο : 
here strictly of oral communication with- 
out prejudice to the constant use of the 
terms by Hdt. of written sources ; cp. 
Introduction, § 10. 

11. εἰ δέ κτλ. ‘But if your Lakedai- 
monians are no better and no bigger 
than you yourself, and the other Greeks, 
who frequent my audience, yet use this 
proud boasting, look to it, if the word 
you have spoken be not mere idle brag. 
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τοσοῦτοι, ὅσοι σύ τε καὶ οἱ παρ᾽ ἐμὲ φοιτῶσι Ἑλλήνων ἐς 
λόγους, αὐχέετε τοσοῦτο, ὅρα μὴ μάτην κόμπος ὁ λόγος οὗτος 
εἰρημένος 7. ἐπεὶ φέρε ἴδω παντὶ τῷ οἰκότι" κῶς ἂν δυναίατο 
τς χίλιοι ἢ καὶ μύριοι ἢ καὶ πεντακισμύριοι, ἐόντες γε ἐλεύθεροι 
πάντες ὁμοίως καὶ μὴ ὑπ᾽ ἑνὸς ἀρχόμενοι, στρατῷ τοσῷδε 
ἀντιστῆναι; ἐπεί τοι πλεῦνες περὶ ἕνα ὅκαστον γινόμεθα ἢ 
χίλιοι, ἐόντων ἐκείνων πέντε χιλιάδων. ὑπὸ μὲν γὰρ ἑνὸς 
ἀρχόμενοι κατὰ τρόπον τὸν ἡμέτερον γενοίατ᾽ ἄν, δειμαίνοντες 
ao Τοῦτον, καὶ παρὰ τὴν δωυτῶν φύσιν ἀμείνονες, καὶ ἴοιεν 
ἀναγκαζόμενοι μάστυγι ἐς πλεῦνας ἐλάσσονες ἐόντες" ἀνειμένοι 
δὲ ἐς τὸ ἐλεύθερον οὐκ ἂν ποιέοιεν τούτων οὐδέτερα. δοκέω 
δὲ ἔγωγε καὶ ἀνισωθέντας πλήθε;ὶ χαλεπῶς ἂν “Ἕλληνας 
Πέρσῃσι μούνοισι μάχεσθαι. ἀλλὰ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν μὲν [μούνοισι 
25 τοῦτο ἐστὶ τὸ σὺ λέγεις, ἔστε γε μὲν οὐ πολλὸν ἀλλὰ 
σπάνιον" ect γὰρ [Περσέων] τῶν ἐμῶν αἰχμοφόρων οἵ 
ἐθελήσουσι Ἑλλήνων ἀνδράσι τρισὶ ὁμοῦ μάχεσθαι" τῶν σὺ 
104 ἐὼν ἄπειρος πολλὰ φλυηρέεις." πρὸς ταῦτα Δημάρητος λέγει 


12 ὅσοι a: οἷός B || τε om. α || ἐμοὶ B 14 εἴη a|| ἂν duvaiaro B: 
δυνέατο a 15 ἢ καὶ πεντακισμύριοι om. B 17 παρὰ Valckenaer : 
wap van H. 21 μάστιξι van H.: μαστιγέες πλεῦνες B 22 édev- 
θέρων a || ποιέοιεν A: ποιέειεν Β : ποιέειν B 88 ἀνισωθέντας B: av 
σωθέντας a: ἂν ἰσωθέντας P, van H. 24 μούνους μούνοισι coni. 
Stein?, appr. van H. || μὲν μούνοισι om. a: μούνοισι del, Stein? 25 
μέντοι B, Holder, van H. 26 Περσέων del. Stein® 28 φλυηρεῖς 
B, van H. 


Since, come now, let me put the matter 
from a eee ep τ a 

15. ἐλεύθεροι πάντες ὁμοίως xa 
ἑνὸς ἀρχόμενοι : presently shall Karnes 
be ‘hoist with his own petar.’ Mean- 
while he puts his finger on one of the 
weak points of Hellas, οὐκ ἀγαθὸν πολυ- 
κοιρανίη εἷς κοίρανος ἔστω (Ji. 2. 204), a 
stock diagnosis! The despot Gelon 
sings the same tune to the Athenian, c. 
162, with a slight variation, τοὺς μὲν 
ἄρχοντας ἔχειν τοὺς δὲ ἀρξομένους οὐκ ἕξειν. 
Hdt. himself thought it a very 
counsel—for Thracians, cp. 5. 3 (with 
my note ad U.). Xerxes has also the 
(apocryphal) γνῶμαι of Dareios and his 
friends, 8. 80-82, to support him, could 
he but have known it ! 

17. πλεῦνες... ἢ χίλιοι, ἐόντων ἐκέίνων 
πέντε χιλιάδων. ‘ Five thousand’ is the 
figure for the Spartiatai at Plataiai, 9. 
78 infra: upwards of five million for his 
own men is the estimate of Xerxes in 


this place, who thus anticipates the 
elaborate calculations which Hdt. in- 
stitutes upon his own account, cc. 184 ff. 
infra, and commits the further abeurdity 
of including the non-combatants. The 
oration of Xerxes appears to carry re- 
miniscences of the speech of Agamemnon, 
i. 2, 128 ff. 

21. ἀναγκαζόμενοι μάστιγι: on this 
libel cp. 0. 56 supra. 

23. ἀνισωθέντες πλήθεϊ, ‘ put on a 
in respect of numbers,’ here, ‘levelled 
up’: 80, in respect of strength, Xenoph. 

op. 7. 5. 65 ὁ σίδηρος ἀνισοῖ τοὺς 

ἀσθενεῖς τοῖς ἰσχυροῖς ἐν τῳ πολέμῳ. But 
Plato, Polit. 289 Ε ἔργα διακομίζοντες ἐπ᾽ 
ἀλλήλους καὶ ἀνισοῦντες, simply ‘putting 
on the same level,’ or ‘reducing to the 
same level’ of commercial values. 

25. τὸ σὺ Adyas: 1.06. ἥν re τύχωσι 
..... πλεῦνες ο. 102 ad fin. 

28. φλνηρέεια : a word which Hdt. 
shares with Attic comedy and prose. 
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“ὦ βασιλεῦ, ἀρχῆθεν ἠπιστάμην ὅτι ἀληθείῃ χρεώμενος ov 
φίλα τοι ἐρέω. σὺ δ᾽ ἐπεὶ ἠνώγκασας λέγειν τῶν λόγων τοὺς 
ἀληθεστάτους, ἔλεγον τὰ κατήκοντα Σπαρτιήτῃσι. καίτοι ὡς 


ἐγὼ τυγχάνω τὰ νῦν τάδε ἐστοργὼς ἐκείνους . . ., αὐτὸς ς 


μάλιστα ἐξεπίστεαι, of pe τιμήν τε καὶ γέρεα ἀπελόμενοι 
πατρώια ἄπολίν τε καὶ φυγάδα πεποιήκασι, πατὴρ δὲ σὸς 
ὑποδεξάμενος βίον τέ μοι καὶ οἶκον ἔδωκε. οὔκων οἰκός 
ἐστι ἄνδρα τὸν σώφρονα εὐνοίην φαινομένην διωθέεσθαι, ἀλλὰ 
στέργειν μάλιστα. ἐγὼ δὲ οὔτε δέκα ἀνδράσι ὑπίσχομαι 
οἷός τε εἶναι μάχεσθαι οὔτε δυοῖσι, ἑκών τε εἶναι ovd ἂν 
μουνομαχέοιμι. εἰ δὲ avayxain εἴη ἢ μέγας τις ὁ ἐποτρύνων 
ἀγών, μαχοίμην ἂν πάντων ἥδιστα ἑνὶ τούτων τῶν ἀνδρῶν 


104. 3 δὲ A || τοὺς λόγους B 


Krueger (‘iniuria’ van H.) || lacunam indic. Stein!, δὲ μισέων vel 
ἀποστυγέων propos.: redarg. Cobet: cf. comment. infra δ 
10 ὑπόσχομαι B 


Bekker 8 Biov B 


5 τάδε del. 
δὲ 
7 ὁ σὸς 


11 οὕτεοισι ΑἹ: 


4 τὰ om. ἃ 


οὐ τεοισι B: οὐτεοῖσι C: οὐ τεοῖσιν ἃ : οὔτε δυσὶ A? 


Cp. 2. 131 ταῦτα δὲ λέγουσι φλνηρέ- 
οντες. 

104. 2. ἀρχῆθεν, ‘from the start’; cp. 
8. 142. 

4. τὰ κατήκοντα Σπαρτιήτῃσι, ‘‘de 
iis quae pertinent ad Spartence® (Baehr), 
concerning which Demaratos would be 
a good authority, and be able λέγειν τῶν 
λόγων τοὺς ἀληθεστάτους. 

5. τνγχάνω τὰ viv τάδε ἐστοργὼς 
ἐκείνους : the vulgate text, if left as it 
stood, must be taken as ironical: ‘‘ for 
none knows better than thou what my 
love towards them is {likely to be} at 
the present time,” Rawlinson: 80 too 
Baehr, Blakesley, Cobet (Afn. 12. 256) 
etal. τάδε is rather de trop in this case. 
Stein! marks a lacuna after éxelyous, and 
would read ἐκείνους δὲ μισέων, but still 
ih to take τὰ νῦν τάδε as one 
phrase (‘‘ mit meiner ἔα χὰ Lage hier 
zufrieden”); it would better to 
separate τὰ νῦν (or τὸ νῦν) from τάδε in 
either case and refer it rather to τυγχάνω. 
Even so τάδε écropyws ἐκείνου: δὲ μισέων 
is not a very happy or adequate anti- 
thesis: τάδε μὲν éoropyws ἐκείνους δὲ 
μισέων would mend the antithesis, but 
still, why should the one verb be in the 
perfect, the other in the present? The 
recurrence of the verb στέργειν just below, 
where the meaning is hardly disputable, 
favours Stein’s suggestion: at the same 
time words recur sometimes, in all but 
the most careful compositions, with 


different senses at no great intervals (cp. 
A. B. Cook, ‘‘ Unconscious Iterations” 
in Class. Rev. xvi. 1902, pp. 158, 256). 
Could τάδε ἐστοργὼς ἐκείνους give a simple 
sense by itself? orépye» means various 
things besides ‘loving’: 9. 119 οὕτω δὴ 
ἔστεργον τὰ gis Sufi ‘they endured, 
put up with, the situation.’ Aeschyl. 
Agam. 1570 τάδε μὲν στέργειν, | δύστλητά 
wep ὄνθ᾽. So τάδε ἐστοργώς might mean 
‘having endured these things’ (at their 
hands); though ἐκείνους in this case 
must be corrupt, and ἐκείνων or a more 
extensive emendation might be requisite: 
possibly a line has dropped ie ‘ 

6. : 80. ἰληίην. : ep. 6. 
57. τ kis double acc: ind 
τι. ἄπολις (cp. 8. 61) might have a 
special meaning for one who had fled és 
βαρβάρους. But cp. next note. 

8. βίον τες. . καὶ οἶκον, and γῆν τε 
καὶ πόλιας to boot, cp. 6. 70. 

10. vy: as the antithesis to διω- 
θέεσθαε must mean ‘to accept’: the 
sentence is ‘gnomic,’ as any abstract 
sentence about σωφροσύνη and εὔνοια is 
apt to be. 

11. ἑκών τε εἶναι: as inc. 164 infra, but 
not Mas | elegant just after οἷός re εἶναι. 

12. & .. dy: a purely hypothetical 
condition. The offer was rather risky : 
Xerxes, who had ‘compelled’ him to 
speak (ἠναγκάσας λέγειν supra), might 
have ‘compelled’ him to fight. of. . 
ἕκαστοι! φησί is a little abrupt. 
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ὡς δὲ καὶ 


15 Λακεδαιμόνιοι κατὰ μὲν ἕνα μαχόμενοι οὐδαμῶν εἰσι κακίονες 


ἀνδρῶν, ἁλέες δὲ ἄριστοι ἀνδρῶν ἁπάντων. 


ἐλεύθεροι γὰρ 


ἐόντες οὐ πάντα ἐλεύθεροι εἰσί: ἔπεστι γάρ σφι δεσπότης 
νόμος, τὸν ὑπερδειμαίνουσι πολλῷ ἔτε μᾶλλον ἢ οἱ σοὶ σέ. 
ποιεῦσι γῶν τὰ ἂν ἐκεῖνος ἀνώγῃ: ἀνώγει δὲ τὠυτὸ αἰεί, οὐκ 
20 ἐῶν φεύγειν οὐδὲν πλῆθος ἀνθρώπων ἐκ μάχης, ἀλλὰ μένοντας 


ἐν τῇ τάξι ἐπικρατέειν ἢ ἀπόλλυσθαι. 


σοὶ δὲ εἰ φαίνομαι 


ταῦτα λέγων φλυηρέειν, τἄλλα συγᾶν θέλω τὸ λοιπόν: νῦν τε 


ἀναγκασθεὶς ἔλεξα. 


’ 99 
γένοιτο μέντοι κατὰ νόον τοι, βασιλεῦ. 


Ὃ μὲν δὴ ταῦτα ἀμείψατο, Ἐξέρξης δὲ ἐς γέλωτά τε 


ἔτρεψε καὶ οὐκ ἐποιήσατο ὀργὴν οὐδεμίαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἠπίως αὐτὸν 


ἀπεπέμψατο. 


τούτῳ δὲ ἐς λόγους ἐλθὼν ἘΞέρξης, καὶ ὕπαρχον 


ἐν τῷ Δορίσκῳ τούτῳ καταστήσας Μασκάμην τὸν Μεγαδόστεω, 
ςτὸν δὲ ὑπὸ Δαρείου σταθέντα καταπαύσας, ἐξήλαυνε τὸν 


14 φασι Valckenaer || ἀντάξιος Naber 
18 ὑπερδειμαίνουσι coni. van H., Stein: ὑποδει- 


ante ἀνδρῶν B 


paivovor codd. Stein!?: οὗτοι δειμαίνουσι coni. Naber 
ἅμα a: ἀλλὰ Weaseling: φλνηρέειν πολλὰ, 
σιγᾷάν ἐθέλω Reiske: [τἄλλα] van H. 
4 τούτῳ del. Krueger || μεγαλόστεω B 5 


22 τἄλλα Stein: τ᾿ ἄλλα B: 


105. 2 οὐδεμίην B 
σταθέντα : ταχθέντα Naber 


16. ἐλεύθεροι .. ἀπόλλυσθαι. No 
finer eulogy on Spartan discipline exists: 
‘freedom under the law’ and ‘loyalty 
to death’ for its watchwords. Dramati- 
cally the panegyrio is ill placed in the 
mouth of Denaratoe addressing Xerxes, 
and at this point, where it anticipates 
the story of Thermopylai, to which, no 
doubt, it rightly belongs. The principle 
of the absolute supremacy of the νόμος 
or vols ἄνευ ὀρέξεως as the secret of the 
best State is more elaborately, but not 
more clearly, formulated in Aristotle, 
Polit, 3. 16=1287a; but as a moral 
maxim ‘the categorical imperative’ still 
falls short of the Platonic ideal. 


ἐὼν. . . ἐκ μάχης ἀλλά the speaker’s gloss, 
which a little confuses the statement: 
κελεύων must be supplied out of οὐκ ἐῶν : 
cp. 6. 97 οὐκ fa τὰς νέας πρὸς τὴν Δῆλον 
cc Soca ἀλλὰ πέρην ἐν τῇ Ῥηναίῃ. 
e anecdote of Amompharetos 9. 583 ff. 
shows a misapplication of the maxim. 
105. 2. ἔγρενε requires an object, sc. 


τὴν ἀμοιβήν (cp. c. 160 infra), out of 


15 μαχεόμενοι a || εἰσιν 
21 τάξει codd. 


48 νόμον om. τοι B 


ταῦτα ἀμείψατο. The sentence seems 
designed by Hat. to illustrate the king’s 
occasional bonhomie and good humour 
(ὀργὴν οὐδεμίαν " ἠπίως), and not to pre- 
ea the revenge, when the laugh shall 

at the king’s own expense. But there 
is at least an ironical intention in the 
conversation. 

8. ὕπαρχον : perhaps more than com- 
mandant of the fortress ; for many years 
there was a European satrapy in the 
Persian empire. Cp. c. 59 supra. 

4. ἐν τῷ Δορίσκῳ τούτῳ : the last 
mention of Doriskos 15 upin c. 59. How 
much of the intervening matter is addi- 
tion, at first or second revision, by the 
author? Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

Μασκάμην τὸν . The 
father’s name is interpreted in Rawlinson 
(iii.4 547) as= φιλόθεος, from baga ‘God,’ 
and daushta ‘friend.’ On the son see 
further below. 

δ. τὸν δὲ ὑπὸ Δαρείον σταθέντα: Hat. 
evidently does not know his name; it 
was not of moment in this connexion, 
and in Bks. 4-6 Doriskos is only once 
mentioned in connexion with the fugitive 
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στρατὸν διὰ τῆς Θρηίκης ἐπὶ τὴν ‘EAAdda. κατέλιπε δὲ 106 
ἄνδρα τοιόνδε Μασκάμην γενόμενον, τῷ μούνῳ Ἐξέρξης δῶρα 
πέμπεσκε ὡς ἀριστεύοντι πάντων ὅσους αὐτὸς κατέστησε ἢ 
Δαρεῖος ὑπάρχους, πέμπεσκε δὲ ἀνὰ πᾶν ἔτος" ὡς δὲ καὶ 
᾿Αρτοξέρξης ὁ Ἐξέρξεω τοῖσι Μασκαμείοισι ἐκγόνοισι. κατέ- 5 
στασαν γὰρ ἔτι πρότερον ταύτης τῆς ἐλάσιος ὕπαρχοι ἐν τῇ 
Θρηίκῃ καὶ τοῦ Ἑλλησπόντου πανταχῇ. οὗτοι ὧν πάντες 
of τε ἐκ Θρηίκης καὶ τοῦ Ἑλλησπόντου, πλὴν τοῦ ἐν 
Δορίσκῳ, ὑπὸ Ἑλλήνων ὕστερον ταύτης τῆς στρατηλασίης 


ἐξαιρέθησαν " 


106. 2 μούνῳ om. a, Stein? 8 
pew coni. van H. 
om. BC 
Stein: δέ 


8 τοῦ om. a 


Paionians, in a way which suggests that 
there was no Persian there at the time. 
Cp. 5. 98, and notes below, o. 106. 

106. 1. κατέλιπε δὲ ἄνδρα τοιόνδε 


6 τῇ: Te? Stein? 
10 Νασκάμην del. van H. 


τὸν δὲ ἐν Δορίσκῳ Μασκάμην οὐδαμοί κω 
ἐδυνάσθησαν ἐξελεῖν, πολλῶν πειρησαμένων. 


διὰ τοῦτο δή οἱ 


8 ἀρίστῳ ὀντὶ a δ Μασκά. 
7 πανταχῇ .. ᾿Ελλησπόντον 
11 δή 


the statement sbi ee not merely 
the death of Xerxes, but the death of 
Maskames, and the maintenance of the 
custom for some time. 


Macxdpny μενον. ‘He left Mas- 5. τοῖσι Μασκαμείοισι "σι: is 
kames ea him as governor, who this ene adjective an ‘ Aiolism ’? 
(afterwards) proved himself a man of Is it Herodotean ? 

such quality that . .” Maskames’ heroism 6. οι... πανταχῇ. They can 
was exhibited subsequent to hisappoint- hardly all have been ‘satraps,’ nor, if 


ment. This chapter introduces us deep 
into the Pentekontaétia, and generates 
some serious difficulties both in regard 
to the history of that period and in 
regard to the composition of Hdt.’s 
Logi, which can hardly be resolved 
except on the supposition that we have 
in this chapter strata deposited at various 
times, or else glosses inserted by a later 
hand. Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

3. πάντων : the commentators (Wes- 
seling, Baehr, Blakesley, Stein, etc.) 
would restrict this to governors in 
Thrace and Hellespont, as 1. 1385, 3. 160 
show that annual gifts were received 
by others. But Hdt. here makes no 
such exception. To bracket μούνῳ does 
not quite avoid the contradiction : but 
is Het. incapable of inconsistency? Or 
must he have had in mind, or even have 
composed the passages conflicting with 
this statement, when this passage was 
first penned? Cp. Introduction, § 8. 

4. ὡς δὲ... ἐκγόνοισι breaks the con- 
nexion, and is in any case very like a 
gloss, but might be a late addition from 
the author’s hand: late, for though 
Artaxerxes came to the throne in 465 B.c., 


the Persian suzerainty was so wide- 
spread, can there well have been no 
satrapamong them. Doriskos may have 
been the Daskyleion of Thrace. 

7. πάντες ... ἐξαιρέθησαν. At the 
time of writing all the Persian garrisons 
had been cleared out of Thrace by the 
Athenians and their allies (Ἑλλήνων), 
with the exception of the governor in 
Doriskos. Was there still then a Persian 
governor in Doriskos when this 
was written? or had he too cleared out, 
or been cleared out though not ὑπὸ 
ἙλλήνωνΊΙ No set (oddauol) of Greeks 
(or men ?) had as yet (κω) succeeded in 
turning out Maskames, the governor in 
Doriskos, though many made the attempt. 
This κω suggests that Maskames is there 
in Doriskos still, so far as the writer 
knows. If he had evacuated it, under 
pressure from Thrakians (as has been 
suggested), why does not Hdt. say so? 

11. διὰ τοῦτο οἱ. . . ald ἐν 

σι looks as though Maskames 
were alive, and still in Doriskos, though 
Xerxes is apparently dead. ὁ βασιλεύων 
del, ‘the king for the time being, in any 
case can only cover Artaxerxes—if the 
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vit 


τὰ δῶρα πέμπεται παρὰ τοῦ βασιλεύοντος αἰεὶ ἐν Πέρσῃσι. 


107 τῶν δὲ ἐξαιρεθέντων ὑπὸ Ἑλλήνων οὐδένα βασιλεὺς ἘΞέρξης 


ἐνόμισε εἶναι ἄνδρα ἀγαθὸν εἰ μὴ Βόγην μοῦνον τὸν ἐξ 
"Hiovos, τοῦτον δὲ αἰνέων οὐκ ἐπαύετο, καὶ τοὺς περιεόντας 
αὐτοῦ ἐν Πέρσῃσι παῖδας ἐτίμα μάλιστα, ἐπεὶ καὶ ἄξιος αἴνου 
5 μεγάλον ἐγένετο Βόγης" ὃς ἐπειδὴ ἐπολεορκέετο ὑπὸ ᾿Αθηναίων 
καὶ Κίμωνος τοῦ Μιλτιάδεω, παρεὸν αὐτῷ ὑπόσπονδον ἐξελθεῖν 
καὶ νοστῆσαι ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην, οὐκ ἠθέλησε, μὴ δειλίῃ δόξειε 


περιεῖναι βασιλέι, ἀλλὰ διεκαρτέρεε ἐς τὸ ἔσχατον. 


ὡς 5 


οὐδὲν Ere φορβῆς ἐνῆν ἐν tw τείχεϊ, συννήσας πυρὴν μογάλην 
ιοὄσφαξε τὰ τέκνα καὶ τὴν γυναῖκα καὶ τὰς παλλακὰς καὶ 
τοὺς οἰκέτας καὶ ἔπειτα ἐσέβαλε ἐς τὸ πῦρ, μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα 
τόν «τε χρυσὸν ἅπαντα τὸν ἐκ τοῦ ἄστεος καὶ τὸν 


. 18 αἰεὶ βασιλεύοντος 1 van H.: αἰὲν B 
6 «τε» καιῇ Stein® 
11 ἔπειτεν van H. || δὲ om. a ‘recte si servato 
ταῦτα pro érerev legimus ἔπειτε᾽ van H.: 


4 μάλιστα om. B 
10 τά re? van H. 


τόν <Te> χρυσὸν van H., Stein? 


passage is from the hand of Hdt. If 
not, then indeed Maskames may be 
dead, or live only in his children, or 
descendants (ἔκγονοι) ; and the passage 
might be from the same hand as the 
sentence ds de... ἐκγόνοισι above. Inany 
case there is an awkward inconsequence 
between ἐκγόνοισι there and οἱ here— 
which supports the view that this 
chapter was not originally, written once 
for all as it now stands; see Introduction, 
§ 9. 

107. 1. τῶν δὲ ὑπὸ 
“Ἑλλήνων : cp. Thuc. 1. 75. 2 τὰ ὑπολοιπὰ 
τοῦ βαρβάρου. It would include the 
capture of Byzantion by Pausanias, 
Thue. 1. 94. 2. 

2. Béyny .. . τὸν ἐξ ᾿Ηιόνος : cp. 
Thuc. 1. 98 πρῶτον μὲν ᾿Ηιόνα τὴν ἐπὶ 
Στρυμόνι Μήδων ἐχόντων πολιορκίᾳ εἷλον 
καὶ ἠνδραπόδισαν Κίμωνος τοῦ Μιλτιάδου 
στρατηγοῦντος. Thucydides gives no hint 
of the devotion of Boges (he will not 
repeat Hdt.). Aischines, c. Ktesiph. p. 
80, recites the three epigrams recording 
the heroism of the Athenians of πολὺν 
ὑπομείναντες πόνον καὶ μεγάλας κινδύνους 
ἐπὶ τῷ Στρυμόνι ποταμῷ ἐνίκων μαχόμενοι 
Μήδους (cp. Hill, Sources, iii. 20, p. 87), 
but no mention was made of Boges. 
Pausanias 8. 8. 9 mentions a ‘strate- 
goma’ of Miltiades in diverting the river, 
and has the name-of the Persian 


107. 1 ὑπ᾿ B 3 oa 
9 μεγάλην om. B 


ταῦτα del. van H. 12 


commandant as Βοής, perhaps a cor- 
ruption. Plutarch, Kimon 7, reports (1) 
a battle and defeat of the Persians outside 
the walls, (2) operations against the 
Thracians, by which supplies were cut 
off from the garrison, (3) the firing and 
destruction of the place, property, his 
friends (φίλων) and himself by Βούτης, 
the king’s general. The'Epual at Athens, 
on which the epigrams were inscribed, 
kept the Athenian side of the story 
green. It was in Asia that the devotion 
of Boges was remembered, and it was 
not from Athenian sources Hdt. drew 
this record ; cp. Introduction, § 10. 

8. rots . . . ἐν Πέρ παῖδας : 
presumably grown up, and not with 
their father and the τέκνα in Eion. 

8. βασιλέι of course with δόξειε, and 
δειλίῃ with wepmetvac: an parabielet a: 
juxtaposition of datives, (1) referenti 
or objective, (2) instrumental or causal, 
cp. 1. 121. The objective case with 
περιεῖναι would be the genitive, cp. 3. 
146, for 3. 119 περιεῖναί τοι gives a 
dativus commodi, which would here be 
gare βῆς 

9. φο : 6. δ0 supra. 

12. τὸν χρυσὸν .. . καὶ τὸν ἄργυρον 
—great attractions of Thrace! 5. 7, 6. 
46, 7. 112, 9. 75 (Stein). Such acts of 
desperate devotion were not so rare. 
‘Sardanapalos’ Diodor. 2. 27, Kroisos 
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4 9 Q A , 4 , ’ 
ἄργυρον ἔσπειρε ἀπὸ τοῦ τείχεος ἐς τὸν Στρυμόνα, ποιήσας 


δὲ ταῦτα ἑωντὸν ἐσέβαλε ἐς τὸ πῦρ. 


οὕτω μὲν οὗτος δικαίως 


αἰνέεται ἔτε καὶ ἐς τόδε ὑπὸ Περσέων. 


Ἐξέρξης δὲ ἐκ τοῦ Δορίσκον ἐπορεύετο ἐπὶ τὴν “Ελλάδα, 108 


τοὺς δὲ αἰεὶ γινομένους ἐμποδὼν συστρατεύεσθαι ἠνάγκαζε" 
ἐδεδούλωτο γάρ, ὡς καὶ πρότερόν μοι δεδήλωται, ἡ μέχρι 
Θεσσαλίης πᾶσα καὶ ἦν ὑπὸ βασιλέα δασμοφόρος, Μεγαβάζου 


τε καταστρεψαμένου καὶ ὕστερον Μαρδονίου. 


παραμείβετο δὲς 


πορευόμενος ἐκ Δορίσκου πρῶτα μὲν τὰ Σαμοθρηίκια τείχεα, 
τῶν ἐσχάτη πεπόλισται πρὸς ἑσπέρης πόλις τῇ οὔνομα ἐστὶ 


Μεσαμβρίη. 


14 ἐπέβαλε Ο: ἐπεσέβαλεϊ van Η. 


6 πρῶτον B 


Hdt. 1. 86, Bakchyl. 3. 28 ff., Hamilkar 
cf. c. 167 infra, and doubtless others not 
a few supplied precedents and parallels. 

15. ἔτι καὶ ἐ τόδε: απηοῦ Oould we 
supply the year we should have a light 
on the composition. Xerxes apparently 
is dead (465 3.c.), and that some time. 
Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

108. 1. .  Hdt. makes no 
attempt to estimate the length of the 
eee at Doriskos, which must have 
asted weeks, or months, if the manceuvres 
described by him actually took place 
there, cp. c. 59 supra. 

8. ύλωτο: with temporal force, 
op. c. 119. 

ὡς καὶ πρότερόν μοι δεδήλωται. 
A curious jingle-jangle with ἐδεδούλωτο 
just before! The reference is, of course, 
to Bk. 5 and 6. 48, and is probably the 
first genuine reference to any part of the 
work ‘previous’ to this Book, cp. c. 98 
supra. The mere formula of reference 
might easily have been inserted in a 
final revise. The words aa λα ας τε 
καταστρεψαμένον καὶ ὕστερον - 
δονίον may still belong to the first draft, 
and even render the formula of reference 
more suspicious or gloss-like. The last 
three words are, indeed, somewhat 
awkward, as the interval of revolt is 
thus taken for granted. But the con- 
quest by Mardonios (here, too, treated 
as a success) has been referred to earlier 
in the Book, c. 9 supra. And the bald 
fact of the conquest by Megabazos ‘and 
afterwards Mardonios’ (presented as one 
continuous act re... καί) might have 
been known to Hdt. long before he 
could have written out the stories in 


éyera δὲ ταύτης Θασίων πόλις Στρύμη, διὰ 


108. 4 μεγαβύζον B 


7 ἑσπέρης Stein: ἑσπέρην dz: ἑσπέρη B: ἑσπέρηι a 


Books 5 and 6, the latter of which 
represents the expedition of Mardonios 
asa failure. Still less is there here any 
record of the conquest of Thasos (and 
the Peraea), which in Book 6 is treated 
as spies page independent of, and sub- 
sequent to, the operations of Mardonios. 
This passage, then, rather confirms than 
disturbs the hypothesis of the earlier 
date for the composition of this section 
of the work ; cp. Introduction, 88 7, 8. 

6. πρῶτα μέν is weakly answered by 
διαβὰς δέ. ἔπειτα δέ or δεύτερα δέ might 
be expected, cp. c. 42 supra. 

τὰ Σαμοθρηίκια τείχεα. Samo- 

thrake had a tract on the mainland 
extending from near Doriskos to the 
Lissos, cp. c. 59 supra. Mesambria is 
the most westerly (not to be confused 
with the city on the Euxine 4. 98, 6. 
33). The τείχεα were fortified emporia 
or depéts, necessary in Thrace, for com- 
munication with the ‘Rand.’ (The 
Σαμοθρᾷκες paid 6 T. tribute to Athens 
pretty regularly, which was probably 
not all raised in the island. itself.) 
Steph. B. cites Hdt. as authority for 
‘Mesambria,’ which does not prove it 
unknown to Hekataios. 


8. ἔχεται, in geographical sense, 
‘ succeeds.’ 
Θασίων πόλις Στρύμη. The 


Thasian ‘Peraea’ was of more import- 
ance than the Samothrakian (cp. 6. 46). 
After the thirty years’ peace Θάσιοι pay 
80 T. tribute to Athens. The Peraea 
must have been again in their hands. 
At a later time there seems to have 
been a dispute between Thasos and 
Maroneia over the possession, determined 


100 Κικόνων. 
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δὲ σφέων τοῦ μέσου Λίσος ποταμὸς διαρρέει, ὃς τότε οὐκ 
10 ἀντέσχε τὸ ὕδωρ παρέχων τῷ Ἐξέρξεω στρατῷ ἀλλ᾽ ἐπέλιπε. 
ἡ δὲ χώρη αὕτη πάλαι μὲν ἐκαλέετο Γαλλαϊκή, νῦν δὲ 
Βριαντική" ἔστι μέντοι τῷ δικαιοτάτῳ τῶν λόγων καὶ αὕτη 


διαβὰς δὲ τοῦ Λίσον ποταμοῦ τὸ ῥέεθρον ἀπεξη- 


ρασμένον πόλιας Ἑλληνίδας τάσδε παραμείβετο, Μαρώνειαν 


Δέκαιαν "Αβδηρα. 


ταύτας te δὴ παρεξήιε καὶ κατὰ ταύτας 





9 διαρρέει B: διαιρέει a: διαρέει Holder: διαρρεῖ van H. 10 


παρέχων secl. van H. 
109. 1 ῥεῖθρον ὃ van H. 


by an arbitration imposed by Athens, 
ps.-Phil. ap. Demosth. Or. 12. 17. 
Στρύμη is known to Steph. Byz., who 
quotes not Hdt. but Androtion as his 
authority. The name seems to have the 
same root as the river Στρυμών, which 
was not in the neighbourhood. 
διὰ τοῦ μέσου-- μεταξύ of space, as 
in 1. 104, Thuc. 4. 20. 1 (and of time, 
as in 9. 112, Thuc. 5. 26. 2 τὴν διὰ μέσου 
ξύμβασυ). 
9. σφέων : ‘Mesambria and Stryme’? 
Δίσος : a river known 
to fame only by its failure on this 
ὑμρβοης μ Me army drank it dry, and 
it by, op. c. 43 supra. | 
PL. πάλαι 


Γαλλαϊκή, νῦν δὲ 
Βριαντική, sc. καλέεται. ““ Gallaica, not 
mentioned elsewhere [Γαλαῖοι in Attic 


trib.-lists, C.J..A. i. 243 f.], suggests an 
original Celtic occupation,” Rawlinson. 
Briantica reappears in the Campus 
Priaticus of Livy 38. 41. 8, and the 
Priantae of Pliny, N.H. 4. 18. 2, id. 
Oberhummer (ap. Pauly-Wissowa 8. vv.) 
connects it further with Brendice (a 
place in Thrace on the Via Egnatia) ; 
and with Briana, a (Thracian) town in 
Phrygia, coins BPIANQN, Head, Hist. 
Num. 660. -bria in Thracian signified 
πόλις (Burg), Strabo 319. 

12. ἔστιμέντοι.... καὶ αὕτη Κικόνων. 
καί, ‘as well as Doriskos,’ c. 59 supra. 
The Kikones are spoken of in the next 
chapter also as actually existing: in lc. 
supra as having lost Doriskos. It is 
not quite clear here whether Hdt. means 
that the Kikones, a stil] existing tribe 
(cp. next c.), have lost hold on 
‘ Briantike,’ as they had lost Doriskos 
(c 59), or whether Kikones were still to 
be found in the country, though it bore 
an alien name. 

τῷ δικαιοτάτῳ τῶν λόγων : cp. 
τῶν λόγων τοὺς ἀληθεστάτους, c. 104 supra. 


11 γαλλαϊκὴ B: γαλδαϊκὴ a: χαλδαϊκὴ C 
2 πόλεις B || παρημείβετο a v 


3 ταῦτά α 


The title of the Kikones might perhaps 
be upon their recognition in 
Homer. Odysseus reports to Alkinoos 
(Od. 9. 89-61) as his first act on the 
return from Troy an attack on Ismaros, 
a place and city of the Kikones (ep. c. 
109 infra), which ultimately proved a 
failure. And in the Catalogue (B 846) 
the Kikones are mentioned among the 
Thracian allies of Troy, between the 
Hellespont and the Axios (or between 
the ‘Thrakians and the Paionians’). A 
better title to the land they could hardly 
have had! In Homeric times the name 
of the Kikones is recognized as wide- 
spread between Paionia and Hellespont, 
and, though disappearing from history, 
naturally fasta on in literature, and even 
revives, arnt with the Latin poets 
(Vergil, Ovid, Silius). 

109. 2. Μαρώνειαν : πόλιν Κικωνίας 
Steph. B. sub v. with a rong history. 
Pliny (4. 11. 18) gives an older name 
Ortagurea. Mdpwy EddvGeos υἱός, | lpeds 
᾿Απόλλωνος, ὃς Ἴσμαρον ἀμφιβεβήκει ap- 
pears as a benefactor, presenting Odysseus 
with twelve amphorae of strong wine 
(Od. 9. 197 ff.). It was a Chian colony, 
Scymni Perieg. 678 (Geogr. min. i. 222), 
and a regular tributary of Athens in 
Hdt.’s time (paid 1 T. 3000 Dr., raised 
to 10 T. for a time after the Samian 
War, and afterwards fixed at 3 T.). 


The constant importance of the place 
is attested by its coinage; cp. Head, 
HN. pp. 215 ff. Marogna still preserves 


its name. (The name Μάρων at Sparta, 
c. 227 tnfra.) 

3. Δίκαιαν : probably the Δίκαια wap’ 
"Αβδηρα which the Tribute - lists so 
distinguish from Δίκαια 'Ερετριῶν, also 
in Thrace (Chalkidike), the more im- 
portant place of the two. 

ἔΆβϑηρα (rd) figures occasionally 
in the history of the period from 
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λίμνας ὀνομαστὰς τάσδε, Μαρωνείης μὲν μεταξὺ καὶ Στρύμης 


κειμένην Ἰσμαρίδα, κατὰ δὲ Δίκαιαν Βιστονίδα, ἐς τὴν ποταμοὶ ς 


δύο ἐσιεῖσι τὸ ὕδωρ, Τραῦός τε καὶ Κόμψαντος. κατὰ δὲ 
"ABSnpa λίμνην μὲν οὐδεμίαν ἐοῦσαν ὀνομαστὴν παραμείψατο 
ElépEns, ποταμὸν δὲ Νέστον ῥέοντα ἐς θάλασσαν. μετὰ δὲ 
ταύτας τὰς χώρας ἰὼν τὰς ἠπειρώτιδας πόλις παρήιε, τῶν 
ἐν μιῇ λίμνη ἐοῦσα τυγχάνει [ὡσεὶ] τριήκοντα σταδίων 
μάλιστά κῃ τὴν περίοδον, ἰχθυώδης τε καὶ κάρτα ἁλμυρή" 
ταύτην τὰ ὑποζύγια μοῦνα ἀρδόμενα ἀνεξήρηνε. τῇ δὲ πόλι 


4 μέν «τε» van H. 6 ἐσιεῖσι τὸ Schweighaeuser: ἐσεῖσι τὸ 
a: ἐσείσιτο B: ὕδωρ om. Β: ἐξιεῖσι [τὸ ὕδωρ] van Η. || στραῦός ABCd 
(Stein! : contra Stein): ‘fortasse Τραῦσός᾽ Stein}: adopt. Holder || κόμ- 
yavros ABd: κόμψατος CPds: κόψαντος RS(V) Valla 8 μέστον B 
9 ἰὼν <Oaciwy> Stein}: Θασίων Stein®, Holder || πόλις a: πόλεις B 
10 [ὡσεὶ] Stein?: τυγχάνει ἐοῦσα ὅση B 12 ἀνεξήρανε R: ἀνεξήραινε 


5. 
550-350 Β.ο. Originally a settlement 6. Tpadés τε καὶ πὰ yros: only 
from Klazomenai it had been over- one river now runs into the lake (ΒΤ), 


whelmed by the native Thracians 
(Bistones ἢ, but was successfully re- 
established by the fugitive Teians in 
546 B.c. (Βαϊ. i. 168), Timesios of 
Klazomenai still apparently being ac- 
counted heroic founder. Abdera was 
assessed at 15 T. under the Athenian 
regime (lowered in 425 B.c. to 10 T.). 
Its coinage in the fifth century, like that 
of Maroneia and other towns in the 
district, is on the Phoenician standard. 
Head (p. 219) ascribes this fact to ‘‘ the 
existence in early times on the site of 
Abdera of a Phoenician trading-station 
or factory.” Might it not rather be 
connected with the Persian supremacy 
in Thrace and Makedon from 512-478 
Β.Ο. 1 Grassberger, however (Gr. Orts- 
namen Ὁ. 233), is inclined to connect 
the name with ‘the Phoenician Abda= 
silva’ (ἢ). τὰ wept "ABdhpou μυθενόμενα 
might show a connexion with Herakles 
(Phoenician ?), and Hdt. of course puts 
the Phoenicians in this neighbourhood, 
6. 47. On the ᾿Αβδηρῖται cp. c. 120 
infra, 

5. "Iopap(8a: cp. Ἴσμαρος in note to 
c. 109, Strabo 331, fr. 44: “the lake does 
not exist now,” Rawlinson. 

Βιστονίδα : cp. Strabo 1.6. ῴᾧκησαν 
δ᾽ αὐτὴν (Abdera) Βίστονες Θρᾷκες, ὧν 
Διομήδης ἦρχεν"... ὑπέρκειται δὲ τούτων 
(Abdera: Dikaia) ἡ Βιστονὶς λίμγη κύκλον 
ἔχουσα ὅσον διακοσίων σταδίων. 


doubtless the Trave (Rawlinson). 

8. Νέστον : Livy 45. 29, Nessus; 
Zonaras, Ann. 9. 28, Méoros; cp. App. 
Crit. The Mesto, or Kara Su, now 
reaches the sea ten miles west of the 
sup site of Abdera: the river was 
apt to flood (Strabo /.c.) and its course 
may have altered. Thuc. 2. 96. 4 places 
its sources in Rhodope. 

δὲ ταύτας τὰς χώρας ἰὼν 
τὰς ιρώτιδας πόλις μ. This 
sentence is not free from ambiguity. 
The commentators generally take it to 
mean ‘after these places ohare on 
his march he the main-land 
cities.’ But (1) why ἰών (2) why 
ἠπειρώτιδας Ὦ (3) why rds? Stein con- 
jectures Θασίων τὰς ἠπειρώτιδας πόλις, 
which seems to resolve the difficulty. 
The only way to give sense to the 
vulgate would be to take it: μετὰ δὲ 
ταύτας (or μετὰ δὲ [radras]) after passing 
these cities, χώρας ἰὼν rds ἠπειρώτιδας 
marching through mainland districts 
πόλις παρήιε τῶν κτλ. which might be 
taken as a dim hint that Xerxes was 
marching with the centre column. So 
below we are told that Xerxes marched 
to the right (inland) of ras πολίας τὰς 
παραθαλασσίας re καὶ Ἑλληνίδας. But 
χῶραι ἠπειρώτιδες can hardly be used in 
distinction to παραθαλασσίαι, and Stein's 


conjecture appears acceptable, though 
he has dropped it out of his own text 
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ταύτας μὲν δὴ τὰς πόλιας 


τὰς παραθαλασσίας τε καὶ Ἑλληνίδας ἐξ εὐωνύμου χειρὸς 


ἀπέργων παρεξήιε. 


ἔθνεα δὲ Θρηίκων δι’ ὧν τῆς χώρης ὁδὸν 


ἐποιέετο τοσάδε, Παῖτοι Κίκονες Βίστονες Σαπαῖοι Δερσαῖοι 


ς δωνοὶ Σάτραι. 


4 
τούτων οἱ μὲν παρὰ θάλασσαν κατοικημένοι 


“A 4 
ἐν τῇσι νηυσὶ εἵποντο" οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν τὴν μεσόγαιαν οἰκέοντες 
καταλεχθέντες τε ὑπ᾽ ἐμεῦ, πλὴν Σατρέων, οἱ ἄλλοι πάντες 


111 πεζῇ ἀναγκαζόμενοι εἵποντο. 


Σάτραι δὲ οὐδενός κω ἀνθρώπων 


18 πίστυρος RS, Stein, van H.: πύστιρος ABV, Holder: Πώσσυρος s 
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13. Πίστυρος, for which there is the 
v.t. Πύστιρος, cp. App. Crit., can hardly 
be other than the city of the Κυστίριοι 
on the tribute-lists (assessed so far as 
we know but at 300 Dr.). That both 
forms occur in Etym. Magn. hardly 
disproves the identity. Steph. B. has 
Πίστιρον, Harpokration Πίστειρα. The 
name Pist-yros seems to have a con- 
nexion with Bist-ones; Steph. B. Bic- 
ripos πόλις Θράκης ws Πίστιρος τὸ ἐμπόριον. 

110. 2. ἐξ εὐωνύμου χειρός. The king 
did not pass through these cities, but 
had them on his left as he marched: 
6. 121 infra shows that Xerxes was with 
the middle column of the army, which 
may explain this curious notice, though 
Hdt. himself seems hardly to understand 
it. 


not alon 
the Greek littoral but further inlan 
through country occupied by native 
tribes, all with one exception (see next 
chapter) his subjects. 

4. Tlatro.. Arrian, Anab. 1. 11. 4, 
places Παιτική between the Hebros and 
the Melas. Hdt. here enumerates in 
order from E. to W. all the Thracian 
tribes through whose territory the king 

(Has the Latin paetus no con- 
nexion with this tribal name ?) 

Klxoves: cp. c. 108 supra. 

Bloroves have been located above 
(c. 109). 

Σαπαῖοι: Steph. B. Σάπαι, ἔθνος 
Θράκης" λέγονται δὲ Σάκπαιοι καὶ Σάπιοι. 
Appian, B.C. 4. 105, 106, describes a pass, 
τὰ στενὰ τὰ Σαπαίων re καὶ Kopridwy, 
as E. of Philippi (=Datos-Krenides), 
ra ὀκτὼ στάδια δίοδος ἦν és τὴν ᾿Ασίαν re 
καὶ Ἐὐρώπην καθάπερ πύλαι : cp. c. 87 ἡ 
μόνῃ διεκθεῖν ἔστιν ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην ἐκ τῆς 


8 θρηίκων R: θρηικῶν a: θρηΐσκων SV || ὁδὸν om. B 


6 αὐτῶν secl. van H. 
᾿Ασίας τὴν γνώριμον ὁδόν. This is the 
pass over Pangaios. 

Δερσαῖοι : mentioned by Thuc. 
2. 101. 8 among autonomous inland 
Thracian tribes E. of the Strymon, 
occupying ‘ plains.’ 

5.’ H8evol had been apparently driven 
by the Makedonians across the Strymon ; 
cp. Thuc. 2.99. 4. Myrkinos on the Stry- 
mon was in their territory in 512 B.c., 
Hat. 5. 11, 124; and so Datos (Krenides- 
Philippi) 9. 75 infra, and Knnea Hoda 
(Amphipolis) c. 114 infra ("Hdweld’ alay 
Aischy]. Pers. 498). 

Lar As the Satrae disappear, 
while the Bossi (cp. next c.) become 
more and more important in later 
history, it is possible that (a) Hdt. has 
reversed the true relations between 
Satrae and Bessi, or (δ) the name of 
the religious order or clan gradually 
asserted itself as the national designa- 
tion. The latter hypothesis does less 
violence to Hdt. and also tides over the 
gap between the Satrae of this passage 
and the Bessi of the Roman empire more 
easily. Neither name figures in the 
history of Alexander. 

τούτων must be taken to cover not 
merely the Thracian tribes just named 
but also the Greek cities on the coast. 

6. τὴν v olxéovres. If the 
Thracian tribes inhabiting the Mesogaia 
joined the army of Xerxes under com- 
pulsion, a column must plainly have 
taken its way through their territories. 
They were already, no doubt, in at least 
nominal subjection to the king. 

7. καταλεχθέντες τε ὑπ’ : just 
immediately before, the back reference 
being only over two lines. Hdt. can 
hardly mean that no one had drawn up 
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ὑπήκοοι ἐγένοντο, ὅσον ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν, ἀλλὰ διατελεῦσι τὸ μέχρι 
ἐμεῦ αἰεὶ ἐόντες ἐλεύθεροι μοῦνοι Θρηίκων" οἰκέουσί τε γὰρ 
ὄρεα ὑψηλά, ἴδῃσί τε παντοίῃσι καὶ χιόνε συνηρεφέα, καὶ 


εἰσὶ τὰ πολέμια ἄκροι. 


φ e “ [4 A , 
οὗτοι οἱ τοῦ Διονύσου τὸ μαντήιον ς 


εἰσὶ ἐκτημένοι' τὸ δὲ μαντήιον τοῦτο ἐστὶ μὲν ἐπὶ τῶν ὀρέων 
τῶν ὑψηλοτάτων, Βησσοὶ δὲ τῶν Σατρέων εἰσὶ οἱ προφη- 
τεύοντες τοῦ ἱροῦ, πρόμαντις δὲ ἡ χρέωσα κατά περ ἐν 
Δελφοῖσι, καὶ οὐδὲν ποικιλώτερον. 


111. 9 διατελέουσι a 


6 κεκτημένοι B 


7 Bwoot B: βοσσοὶ ἃ 


8 θεοῦ Valckenaer || «γυνὴ. ἡ Stein (1859) test. van H. 


a list of these seven Thracian tribes 
before him. 

111. 2. ὅσον Wyev : here retro- 
spective (οὐδενός κω ἀνθρώπων ὑπήκοοι 
ἐγένοντο). The whole statement presents 
a standing formula (cp. c. 27 supra) in 
a slightly modified form. 

διατελεῦσι τὸ μέχρι ἐμεῦ αἰεὶ ἐόντες 
ἐλεύθεροι μοῦνοι Θρηίκων. Rawlinson 
sees in these words a reference to the 
conquests of the Odrysae (ep. Thue. 2. 
95-97, and c. 187 infra), but admits 
that the statement is overdrawn. The 
reference is obecure and unconvincing. 
In the list of Thracian tribes the Odrysae 
are conspicuous by their absence: why 
are they not named here as in Bk. 4? 
They are here implicitly placed among 
the conquered, not among the conquerors. 
Hdt. knows of more than one conquest 
of Thrace: the Myso-Teukrian, c. 20 
supra, in which all Thracians were 
conquered (in contradiction to this 
passage !); the Persian. This 
may have been written before the rise 
of the Odrysae, and confirms the hypo- 
thesis of the early composition of Bks. 
7-9. Cp. Introduction, § 8. τὸ 
ἐμεῦ cannot here bea birth-date (yeyo- 
yéros), and is almost superfluous with 
the present of the verb, unless, indeed, 
it be an addition by the author's hand 


to correct the exaggeration. 
8. olxdovel τε . . καὶ 
εἰσὶ τὰ πολέμια dx ese things 


go together in Hat.'s philosophy ; cp. 
9. 122 infra. 1s correct 
enough (cp. 1. 110), χιόνι σ΄. seems 
rather bizarre. t. has also somewhat 
exaggerated the nature of the country, 
the mountains of which would hardly 
have extorted such a description from 
him at first hand. The next clause 
seems to show that the mountain in 
question is Pangaios. 


5. τοῦ τ σον τὸ sail Wad spoken 
of as a thing notorious. exander is 
reported to have consulted this oracle 
(Suetonius, Aug. 94) and to Octavius, 
‘‘cum per secreta Thraciae exercitum 
duceret, in Liberi patris luco barbara 
caeremonia de filio consulenti . . infuso 
super altaria mero, tantum flammae emi- 
cuisset, ut super gressa fastigium templi 
ad caclum usque ferretur.” (The same 
portent had occurred in Alexander's 
case.) The ΒΟΥ pee was transferred 
t 


to the custody of the Odrysae by Crassus 
in 29 Bc. (Dio Cass. 51. 25). The site 
still awaits identification. 


7. Βησσοὶ δέ: cp. previous chapter 
(as also for ‘Satrai’), P Rawlinson Lae 
nects the name with Bagcapls, Βασσαρεύς 
(βασσάρα, the fox, or fox-skin worn by 
Bacchanals): cp. βασσάριον 4. 192, 
Horace, Od. 1. 18. 11. 

8. ἡ κατά περ ἐν Δ 
Hdt. (if he wrote the pessage) might 
have added Branchidai, Patara, Argos, 
Dodona, and other sites to the list of 
places where a priestess, or female votary, 
was the internuntia of the deity. On 
the subject of ‘sex in ancient religion’ 
cep. L. R. Farnell, Archiv Δ. Religionsw. 
vii. (1904) 70 ff. 

9. οὐδὲν ποικιλώτερον : (1) neque ila 
(oracula) magis perplexa, Schweighaeuser; 
modo minus minusque ancipits 
(quam quo Delphis ista edi solebant), 
Baehr ; ‘‘in einer nicht zweideutigeren 
Sprache,” td.; ‘‘her answers are not 
harder to read,”” Rawlinson; “the oracles 
are not at all more obscure,” Macaulay. 
But these renderings all convey some- 
thing very like a ff Sire to Delphi. 
It is one thing for Euripides to sneer 
at divination: ποικίλα ὁ θεὸς ws Edu τι 
ποικίλον Hel. 711, ἑρμηνεύματα Phoen. 
470; quite another for Hdt. ; °p. 8. 
77. (Ὁ) Perhape for this reason Stein 


118 Σάτραι. 
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Παραμειψάμενος δὲ ὁ Ἐξέρξης τὴν εἰρημένην, δεύτερα τούτων 
παραμείβετο τείχεα τὰ Πιέρων, τῶν ἑνὶ Φάγρης ἐστὶ οὔνομα 


καὶ ἑτέρῳ Πέργαμος. 


ταύτῃ μὲν δὴ παρ᾽ αὐτὰ τὰ τείχεα 


τὴν ὁδὸν ἐποιέετο, ἐκ δεξιῆς χειρὸς τὸ Πάγγαιον ὄρος ἀπέργων, 
ς ἐὸν μέγα τε καὶ ὑψηλόν, ἐν τῷ χρύσεά τε καὶ ἀργύρεα ἔνι 
μέταλλα, τὰ νέμονται Πίερές τε καὶ ᾿Ὀδόμαντοι καὶ μάλιστα 


ὑπεροικέοντας δὲ τὸ Πάγγαιον πρὸς βορέω ἀνέμον 


Παίονας Δόβηράς τε καὶ Παιόπλας παρεξιὼν ἤιε πρὸς ἑσπέρην, 


112. 2 τῶν évi Φάγρης Dietsch : τῶν καὶ ἑνὶ Φάγρης Leopard., Gronov., 
Weasel., Gaisf.: τῶν δὲ evi Φ, Schaefer: τῶν καὶ νιφάγρης (καινιφάγρης B) 


3 παρὰ τὰ a 


has given the words another turn: 
‘‘weiter ist da nichts, was iiber das 


gewohnliche hinausgienge” = ‘‘ beyond 
this there is nothing further of a remark- 
able character,” Macaulay. But this 


interpretation puts a great strain on the 
words. (3) Lange’s ‘‘eben 80 acharf- 
sinning” is also a tour de force. Is not 
the whole @ οὗτοι οἱ... ποικιλώτερον 
suspiciously like a gloss from a later 


112. 1. ὁ Ἐξέρξης : the article unusual. 


Cp. c. 45 supra. 
τὴν donpivis might be referred 
to τὴν peobyaay, c. 110 supra: or more 
generally, to χώραν or ὁδόν, understood. 
ἐρα τούτων, ‘next’; cp. 6. 
80 supra. 

2. τείχεα ta Πιέρων. Pieria is the 
district between the Haliakmon and 
the Peneios, c. 131 infra. Pierians had 

one eastwards, under pressure from the 
ffakedonians, Thuc, 2. 99. 3. The two 
strongholds were named ‘Paypys (see 
App. Crit.) and Πέργαμος. Phagres 
was evidently the more important ; and 
Steph. B. quotes Hekataios and Thucy- 
dides for it. For ‘Pergamos’ ep. c. 48 
su 

ἃ. ταύτῃ : locative. He had not 
marched παρὰ αὐτὰς τὰς πόλιας τὰς 
παραθαλασσίας, c. 110 supra. 

4. τὸ Πάγγαιον ὄρος. Xerxes leaves 
ἀνε Mons Pan i ay 4. 18. εἰ 
m ρα agh)—here apparent 
mentioned for the first ime we lon his 
right: ie. he passes between the moun- 
tain and the sea. Perhaps one column 
of the Persian army took that route; 
but could it have been the centre one, 
with which the king himself was moving ἢ 
ep. c. 121 infra. (Rawlinson too sees 

at some of the army must have marched 


113. 2 παιόπλας B: orAas a: ὅπλας C: ὅπλας ἃ 


north of Pangaens, iii.? 98.) There is no 
reference back to the mention of the 
failure of Megabazos to reduce the tribes 
on Mount Pangaeus in 6. 16; the two 
passages are of course quite independent, 
and this one probably of earlier composi- 
tion. Lake Prasias has not yet sade ite 
appearance in the Thrace of Hat. 

6. μέταλλα τὰ νέμονται. These 
nines drew every one to Thrace. Hdt. 
allows the Pierians, Odomanti (who here 
drop from the skies), and ‘chiefly the 
Satrai’ to work, or run them eet © 
this passage is plainly written before the 
successful colonization of Amphipolis. 
Cp. next c. 

"OSdpavros are described by Thuc. 
2. 101. 8 as ‘plain-men,’ and 56. 6. 2 
‘under monarchy.’ Leake, N. @. iii. 
210, 465, puts them on Mount Orbelus. 
On the ‘Satrai’ cp. c. 110 supra. 

118. 1. ὑπεροικέοντας would not by 
itself mean more than ‘further inland 
dwelling,’ so πρὸς βορέω ἀνέμον is not 
de trop. ὑπεροικέειν, 4. 21, 37. 

2. fovas: Δόβηρας᾽ ITlasdrAas. 
This is the only appearance of the 
Doberes in the pages of Hdt., for in 5. 
16 the name is atletized ; but Δόβηρος ἡ 
ΙΙαιονική is mentioned by Thuc. 2. 98. 
2, 99. 1 on the inland route from Thrace 
to Makedonia, followed by Sitalkes in 
429 B.o. Sitalkes may have ‘made’ or 
unmade the road; but it was doubtless 
an ancient route. The ‘Doberes’ can 
hardly rank ethnically with ‘ Paionians’ 
and ‘Paioplai’: Thuc. seems to incor- 
porate them with the former, Hdt. to 
associate them rather with the latter. 
The Paionians and Paioplai are found 
associated together in 5. 15—a passage 
of later composition than this one appar- 
ently, and supplying, tnéer alia, evidence 
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és ὃ ἀπίκετο ἐπὶ ποταμόν τε Στρυμόνα καὶ πόλιν Ἤιόνα, 
τῆς ἔτει ζωὸς ἐὼν ἦρχε Βόγης τοῦ περ ὀλίγῳ πρότερον τούτων 


λόγον ἐποιεύμην. 


ἡ δὲ γῆ αὕτη ἡ περὶ τὸ Ἰ]άγγαιον ὄροςς 


καλέεται Φυλλίς, κατατείνουσα τὰ μὲν πρὸς ἑσπέρην ἐπὶ 
ποταμὸν ᾿Αγγίτην ἐκδιδόντα ἐς τὸν Στρυμόνα, τὰ δὲ πρὸς 
μεσαμβρίην τείνουσα ἐς αὐτὸν τὸν Στρυμόνα" ἐς τὸν οἱ Μάγοι 


4 ζωὸς ἐὼν 5866]. van H.: ζωιὸς B || wep: πέρι Sitzler 


8 τείνουσα secl. van H. 


of the existence of two roads into Paionia, 
ἡ πρὸς θαλάσσης ἐσβολή and ἡ ἄνω ὁδός. 
In this place the Paionians are placed 
by Hdt. E. of the Strymon, but he 
apparently conceives them as not lying 
on the Persian route. Kretschmer 
(Einleitung, p. 246) follows Tomaschek 
(Thraker, 1. 18 ff.) in regarding the 
Paionians as ultimately not of ‘Thracian’ 
but of ‘Illyrian’ origin: ‘the name of 
the Paionian stock, Παιόπλαι, has a 
genuinely Illyrian look’ (ein echt-illy- 
risches aye en). amie eat cell 

3. wora τε καὶ πόλιν 
*Heédva : cp. cc. 24, 25, 107 supra; Leake, 
N.G. iii. 181. The Strymon is the mod. 
Struma. The complete silence of Hdt. 
in regard to ‘Amphipolis’ may be sig- 
nificant of the time, place, and circum- 
stances of his composition; cp. Intro- 
duction, §§ 7-9. 

4, τῆς ἔτι... ἐποιεύμην. The re- 
ference back is to c. 107 supra, and is 
somewhat clumsy: ‘as I have already 
recorded his death—which took place in 
476 B.c.—I had better here mention that 
he was still alive and in command of the 
aforesaid Eion—in 480 B.c.!’ Stein too 
regards this sentence as ‘‘mehr als 
entbehrlich,” and as a later addition. 
But if so, then the story in ο. 107 is also 
a later addition. Cp. Tateodaction. 8 9. 

6. Φυλλίς. Steph. B. sud v. cites 
Hdt. ἑβδόμῃ for this name, and adds 
that there was also a river in Bithynia 
of the same name. (Is the word here to 
be connected with the παντοῖαι (8a: of 
the Aa c. 111 suprat) (Cp. φυλλάς, 

24. 


8. 

τὰ μὲν πρὸς ἑσπέρην, ‘on the 
western (parts) side’ (accusative of limi- 
tation or ‘reference,’ and virtually an 
adverb). Materially the orientation here 
is perplexing. The district Phyllis is 
bounded, according to Hdt., on the west 
side by the Angites, on the south side 
by the Strymon, into which the Angites 


6 φιλλίς B 


empties iteelf. He therefore conceives 
the Angites as flowing north and south, 
the Strymon as flowing west and east. 
The Strymon may be said to flow from 
north-west to south-east; the Angites 
may perhaps be said to flow from north- 
east to south-west, but Hirschfeld 
(Pauly-Wissowa i. 2191) quite naturally 
describes Hdt. as extending Phyllis 
northwards to the Angites, which, more- 
over, falls, not into the Strymon, but 
into the Lake Kerkinitis. Of the exiat- 
ence of the latter Hdt. seems ignorant. 
It is mentioned in connexion with Alex- 
ander’s march in 334 Β.0. (Arrian, Anabd. 
1. 11. 8), and it will probably have been 
in existence in 480 8.c., though even 
Thue, (2. 98. 1) ony mentions Kepalyn 
as an ἔρημον ὄρος. Hdt.’s topographical 
indications would be unmeaning unless 
the Persian army (or one column) was 
marching on the north side of Mount 
Pangaeus. 

8. of Μάγοι ixadAvepfovro. The 
Magi mentioned cc. 19, 37, 43 supra. 
The construction here is observable. 
καλλιερέεσθαι as a middle is used also 6. 
82, és τόν (relative) goes rather with 
σφάζοντες than with the final verb. The 
meaning of the word extends beyond 
‘‘sacrificing with intent to ascertain the 
will of the gods” (Stein); it seems to 
carry always the suggestion of obtaining 
a favourable sign. The sacrifice of the 
horse to a river was a ‘ as μὰς * rite; the 
animals were thrown in alive: ζωοὺς δ᾽ 
ἐν δίνῃσι καθίετε μώνυχας ἵππους (Jl. 21. 
182). Horses were offered to Helios in 
Sparta (Pausan. 3. 20. 5), to Poseidon 
in Argos (Pausan. 8. 7. 2). The horse 
was especially a ‘ ee ᾿ sacrifice (4. 
61; cp. my note i.) The ‘Massa- 

tae’ worship only the sun, and sacrifice 

orses thereto, ‘the swiftest creature to 
the swiftest god’ (1. 216), while of the 
Persians Hdt. expressly asserts that they 
not merely sacrifice the horse, but con- 
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114 ἐκαλλιερέοντο σφάζοντες ἵππους λευκούς. 


φαρμακεύσαντες δὲ 


ταῦτα ἐς τὸν ποταμὸν καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ πρὸς τούτοισι ἐν 
"Evvéa ὁδοῖσι τῇσι ᾿Ηδωνῶν ἐπορεύοντο κατὰ τὰς γεφύρας, 


τὸν Στρυμόνα εὑρόντες ἐζευγμένον. 


Ἐννέα δὲ ὁδοὺς πυνθανό- 


ς μενοι τὸν χῶρον τοῦτον καλέεσθαι, τοσούτους ἐν αὐτῷ παῖδάς 
τε καὶ παρθένους ἀνδρῶν τῶν ἐπιχωρίων ζώοντας κατώρυσσον. 
Περσικὸν δὲ τὸ ζώοντας κατορύσσειν, ἐπεὶ καὶ ΓΑμηστριν τὴν 
ἘΞέρξεω γυναῖκα πυνθάνομαε γηράσασαν δὶς ἑπτὰ Περσέων 


114. 2 ταῦτα ἐς om. van Η. 
7 Περσικὸν... κατορύσσειν om. a 


sume the costly victim (1. 133); and 
Xenophon, Anab. 4. 5. 35, endorses at 
least the former statement. A more 
recent illustration of the rite in the same 

ion (Tacit. Ann. 6. 37) offers a horse 
ndo amni’ (Euphrates). Were ‘the 
white horses’ used on this occasion of 
the Nesaean breed, cc. 40, 55 supra! 
For the actual Persian ritual Rawlinson 
well quotes (and translates) Strabo, 782, 
8. But if the description holds good 
for this earlier period, Hdt. would not 
have correctly reported the procedure 
(σφάζοντες és τὸν ποταμόν), which is just 
what Strabo’s Magi will not do. 


114 1. xeboavres: Hdt. seems 
to treat the Magi as mere ‘ medicine- 
men,’ and not really good at that; cp. 
c. 191 infra. 

4. τὸν Στρυμόνα εὑρόντες ἐζευγμένον : 
according to order: cp. c. 24 supra. 
Hdt. appears to know nothing of a 
bridge across Strymon in his own time, 
nor does he make mention of Amphipolis, 
cp. 9. 75 infra: an important point in 
its bearing upon the date of composition; 
oP c. 118. The bridge here in question 

dt. seems to locate at ‘Nine ways’: 
it was possibly higher up the river. He 
speaks here indeed of ‘ Bridges’: perhaps 
conceiving one for the Army, and one 
for the Train, as at the Hellespont. 
Probably several pontoons were thrown 
across the Strymon. 


6. {dovras κατώρυσσον. Περσικόν: 
perhaps Hdt. was not aware, when he 
wrote this passage, that the horrible 
human immolation here described was 
more in accord with the religion and 
custom of the Thracians (ἐπιχώριοι) than 
with Persian ideas and practices. ee 
93 (Getae), 68 (Skyths), 72 (ἰά.). or 
is the argument by which he seeks to 


3 τοῖσι a 6 ἐγχωρίων B 
8 γηράσαν Al: γηρᾶσαν Buttmann 


establish the Persian observance of the 
ractice of ‘live-burial’ conclusive. Even 
if the fact was correctly reported, Amestris 
in her old age ma ve been no very 
ood exponent of the ‘ Persian’ religion. 
dt. here makes no reference to the 
performance of Kambyses, wlio on one 
occasion, as elsewhere, and probably 
afterwards, recorded, Περσέων ὁμοίους 
τοῖσι πρώτοισι δυώδεκα ἐπ᾽ οὐδεμιῇ αἰτίῃ 
ἀξιόχρεῳ ἑλὼν ζώοντας ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν 
κατώρυξε 3.35. Amestris was not con- 
tent with a dozen: but then, she had a 
reason. Brutal punishments, and 
or political offences, were ‘Persian’ 
enough (cp. Duncker, £. 7. vi. 840 f.), 
but it is not clear that human sacrifice 
was any part of the religion of the 
Achaimenidai; and if Amestris (c. 61 
supra) ever put it in practice as a 
religious act, she was conforming to 
some primitive and savage revival- 
ism. tesias, indeed, records her to 
have tortured Apollonides, a Koan 
ie ca for two months, and then 
ad him buried alive on the death of 
Amytis: but that was an act of 
vengeance for a gross outrage, and 
abuse of his position (Ktes. Pers. 42). 

8. πυνθάνομαι γηράσασαν : the item 
looks like an addition, from a fresh 
source, doubtless oral, by the author 
himself. Ktesias (2.c.) appears to date 
the death of Amestris, κάρτα γραῦς 
γενομένη, shortly before the death of 
Artaxerxes himself (425 B.c.), and after 
the death of the younger Zopyros; cp. 
8. 160 (written perhaps before Zopyros’ 
death, though after his desertion). is 
passage then belongs to the very latest 
additions by the author to hie work, 
and may be dated after the outbreak of 
the Archidamian War. Cp. Introduction, 
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παῖδας ἐόντων ἐπιφανέων ἀνδρῶν ὑπὲρ ἑωυτῆς τῷ ὑπὸ γῆν 
λεγομένῳ εἶναι θεῷ ἀντιχαρίξζεσθαι κατορύσσουσαν. 


‘Qs δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ Στρυμόνος ἐπορεύετο ὁ στρατός, ἐνθαῦτα 115 


πρὸς ἡλίου δυσμέων ἐστὶ αἰγιαλὸς ἐν τῷ οἰκημένην "Αργίλον 
πόλιν Ἑλλάδα παρεξήιε: αὕτη δὲ καὶ ἡ κατύπερθε ταύτης 


καλέεται Βισαλτίη. 


ἐνθεῦτεν δὲ κόλπον τὸν ἐπὶ Ποσιδηίου 


ἐξ ἀριστερῆς χειρὸς ἔχων ἤιε διὰ Συλέος πεδίου καλεομένου, ς 
Στάγιρον πόλιν Ἑλλάδα παραμειβόμενος, καὶ ἀπίκετο ἐς 


9 γῆς α 
ἔστι Rz 
corr, van Η. 


9. τῷ ὑπὸ λεγομένῳ εἶναι θεῷ : 
wha was a ? In Thrace it ent 


ΠΕΡ n aoe (4. 94), in πε 88, 

uton, or Haides; in Egypt, rhape, 
Osiris: but in Persia? and at this time ? 
It can hardly be Arimanes (Agria manu), 
whom a Persian would not have wor- 
shipped, norhavelocated thus. Rawlinson 
thinks Hdt. here speaks as a Greek. 
Stein thinks Amestris’ act was a thank- 
offering for the t age she had 
attained: that can Fardly be sound. If 
the act was ‘religious’ it was probably 
propitiatory: but the religious motive 
may a gloss. The exchange, or 
return, implied in ἀντιχαρίζοσθαι may 
surely be prospective: in such cases, at 
least, gratitude is an expectation of 
favours to pea ἜΒΕΕ Servants 

115. 1. . « ἔπο στ ; 
ἐνθαῦτα... ἐστὶ νὰ pose 8 curious 
confusion of place and time and subjects ! 
Stein cps. 6. 43 ws dé... ἀπίκετο ὁ 
Μαρδόνιος ἐς τὴν ᾿Ιωνίην, ἐνθαῦτα μέγιστον 


θῶμα ἐρέω. 
re Steph. B. cites not 


4 ἸΠοσειδηίῳ Krueger 


2. Τ χων 
Hdt. but Thucydides (wrongly Bk. 8), 
and Favorinus for the city, and adds that 
ἄργιλος is Thracian for mouse (ὁ μῦς) 
(cp. Herak. Pont. 42, F.H.G. 2. 224). 
But this derivation is a little suspicious : 
the Gk. dpyos, ἄργιλλα lies nearer. (Cp. 
Grassberger, Ortsnamen, p. 180). As a 
Greek city (πόλις ‘EXAds) Argilos was a 
colony from Andros Thue. 4. 108, 109, 
It appears among the tributaries of 
Athens witha aaadorats assessment (1 T. 
lowered to 1000 Dr.) and figures nomina- 
tim with Stagiros, Akanthos, Skolos, 
Olynthos, in the Peace of Nikias, Thuc. 
5. 18.5. It is not heard of afterwards. 

3. αὕτη: as αἰγιαλός (a pebbly beach 1) 
is masculine, the word must be taken to 
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10 (wovras post avriyapifer Oa: desiderabam 


115. 2 
6 Στάγειρον Stein!?: ex titulis 


refer vaguely to πόλις or “Apyitos. 4 
eaneienla: 80. χώρα. 

4, καλέεται Βισαλτίη : of course from 
the Βισάλται, who in 8. 116 are said to 
have made themselves scarce on this 
occasion (a passage evidently from an 
independent source, cp. note ad Ζ.). 
They were no doubt a ‘Thrakian’ folk, 
included in the Makedonian sphere of 
influence, Thuc. 2. 99. 6. They lived 
on into Roman times, ‘fortissimi viri,’ 
Livy, 45. 30. 

ἐνθεῦτεν 84 The natural course 
from ilos to Therme would run 
straight across the neck of the Chalkidic 
peninsula, past Lake Bolbe: in all 
probability one corps d'armée on this 
occasion followed that route, though 
Hdt. says nothing about it. 
κόλπον τὸν ἐπὶ Ποσιδηίονυ : a bay, 
cut Neptuni templum imminet, Schweig- 
haeuser. The site of this temple has 
not been identified. If Poseideion is the 
romontory south of Stagiros, then the 
would seem to be the one generally 
called the bay of Akanthos, and Hadt.'s 
description would be at fault. He has 
no distinctive name for the water marked 
on maps as the ‘Strymonicus Sinus’ : 
and it is this whole stretch of water 
generally that he may here wish to 
denote. 

δ. διὰ Συλέος πεδίον: nowhere else 
mentioned ; but Thuc. 4. 108 speaks of 
an αὐλών through which the lake Βόλβη 
found its way to the sea (Baehr): and 
Stein accepts the suggestion. Syleus 
(cp. ovAdew, συλᾶν), a son of Poseidon, 
was slain by Herakles for inhospitality : 
Apollod. 2. 6. 8. 

6. ww ey a colony of the Andrians, 
Thue. 4. 88. 2; paying 1000 Dr. tribute 


L 


116 μεγάλως τὸ μέχρι ἐμεῦ. 
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“AxavOov, ἅμα ἀγόμενος τούτων <te> ὅκαστον τῶν ἐθνέων 
καὶ τῶν περὶ τὸ Πάγγαιον ὄρος οἰκεόντων, ὁμοίως καὶ τῶν 
πρότερον κατέλεξα, τοὺς μὲν παρὰ θάλασσαν ἔχων οἰκημένους 
ιοὲν νηυσὶ στρατευομένους, τοὺς δ᾽ ὑπὲρ θαλάσσης πεζῇ ἑπο- 


μένους. 


τὴν δὲ ὁδὸν ταύτην, τῇ βασιλεὺς Ἐξέρξης τὸν στρατὸν 


ἤλασε, οὔτε συγχέουσι Θρήικες οὔτ᾽ ἐπισπείρουσι σέβονταί τε 


ὡς δὲ ἄρα ἐς τὴν “AxavOov ἀπίκετο, 


ξεινίην te ὁ ἘΞέρξης τοῖσι ᾿Ακανθίοισι προεῖπε καὶ ἐδωρήσατο 


7 <vre> suppl. Stein?: καὶ τῶν... 
9 ἔχων del. van H. | 


Reiske 
συγχοῦσι coni. van H. 


to Athens, down to its revolt in 424 Β.0. ; 
for ever illustrious as the birthplace 
of Aristotle. Its exact position is not 
yet, ῬΟΤΏΒΡΕ; determined, as Leake and 
Bowen differ in regard to it. The 
attitude of Andros in the Persian war 
(cp. 8. 111) may have been determined 
by the interests of its colonies. 

7. "Άκανθον : like Argilos and Stagiros 
an Andrian foundation, Thuc. 4. 84. 1, 
and apparently the most important of 
the three (its constant tribute to Athens 
is 8 T. down to its revolt in 424 B.u. ; it 
has also an important coinage, Head, 
H.N. pp. 182 ἽΝ It was situate just 
outside the isthmus through which the 
king’s canal had been dug; and was 
plainly one of the principal depéts and 

ines in 480 B.c. (cp. c. 25 supra), 
as it had been in 492 B.c., cp. 6. 44 ἐκ 
δὲ ᾿Ακάνθου ὁρμώμενοι. It is apparently 
unnecessary for Hdt. to specify for 
Akanthos, as for Stagiros and Argilos, 
that the city is Greek. 
ἅμα ἀγόμενος. . ἑπομένους. Hat. 
apparently wishes to mark a second 
great addition to the king’s forces on his 
way through Europe. he first great 
addition has been specified in c. 110 
above (dpoles καὶ τῶν π κατέ- 
a reference back, cp. καταλεχθέντες 
ὑπ᾽ ἐμεῦ l.c.), and seems to include the 
native tribes and Greek cities from 
Doriskos, or even from Sestos, to the 
Strymon and Ejion; the second, here 
ified, comprises those from the 
Riryman to Akanthos—a much smaller 
up. The words καὶ τῶν περὶ τὸ 
ἐλ γαίῳ ὄρος οἰκεόντων confuse the 
issue, for they are included in τῶν πρό- 
τερον κατέλεξα, and look uncommonly 
like a stupid gloss, from some one who 


3 4 i e 4 
οἰκεόντων mihi suspecta || ἑκάστων 


| οἰκημένους del. Krueger 12 
116. 2 ξεινηίην B || πέρσης dz, van H. 


took ὁμοίως καὶ τῶν πρότερον κατέλεξα to 
refer to the whole army- and navy-lists. 
If that were the reference, the very 
obvious parallel between this passage 
and the passage in c, 118 would be un- 
meaning, and indeed misleading, for in 
that p e not merely οἱ περὶ τὸ Πάγ- 
γαιον ὄρος have been enumerated, but all 
the Thracian tribes, from the Hellespont 
to the Strymon (so far as Hdt. knows). 
The text is anyway confused in this 
passage, ἔχων being either superfluous 
or Dera ἢ ae 2 ; 

11. τὴν Vee μέχρι ἐμεῦ : 

rhaps an addition from the author's 

and, and among the last, cp. ο. 111 
supra. Was it religion that regarded 
the king’s highway as sacred, or accursed ? 
Was it utility that dictated respect for a 
good trade-route? This vetus via regia 
was still in use in 185 B.c., Livy 39. 27; 
{Π: Xenoph. Hell. 4. 2. 8; but is it likely 
that the king had done more than clear 
and improve an existing line of com- 
munication ? 

116. 1. τήν : the article is a com- 
pect to the city, and is followed by a 


for the king. Cp.c. 112 supra. ἄρα: 


cp. c. 35 supra. 

2. ξεινίην. . προεῖπε must here mean 
‘proclaimed friendship.’ Cp. Valckenaer, 
jus hospitit obtulit; Blakesley, ‘‘ offered 
alliance.” (The king would not do that 
to subjects.) Xerxes makes them a 
‘present,’ he portions them ‘ praise,’ he 
‘proclaims’ them his especial friends 
(with or without swearing). Cp. ξεῖνόν 
τέ ge ποιεῦμαι ἐμόν κτλ. ο. 29 supra, 
also 8. 128. Baehr takes it imperavit 
hospitia (cp. c. 119), which is against 
the sense of the context here; so too 
L. ἃ 8. ; op. προειπεῖν 1. 156. 
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σφέας ἐσθῆτι Μηδικῇ ἐπαίνεέ τε, ὁρέων καὶ αὐτοὺς προθύμους 


ἐόντας ἐς τὸν πόλεμον καὶ τὸ ὄρυγμα ἀκούων. . .. ἐν ᾿Ακάνθῳ 117 


δὲ ἐόντος Ἐέρξεω συνήνεικε ὑπὸ νούσον ἀποθανεῖν τὸν ἐπε- 
στεῶτα τῆς διώρυχος ᾿Αρταχαίην, δόκιμον ἐόντα παρὰ ἘΞέρξῃ 
καὶ γένος ᾿Αχαιμενίδην, μεγάθεξ τε μέγιστον ἐόντα Περσέων 
(ἀπὸ γὰρ πέντε πηχέων βασιληίων ἀπέλειπε τέσσερας δακτύλους) ς 
φωνέοντά τε μέγιστον ἀνθρώπων, ὥστε Ἐξέρξην συμφορὴν ποιη- 
σάμενον μεγάλην ἐξενεῖκαί τε αὐτὸν κάλλιστα καὶ θάψαι" 


8 ἐπαίνεσέ van Ἡ. (Stein! coni.) || ὁρέων : ἀκούων van Gent || καὶ αὐτοὺς 


ϑιεὶῃ: αὐτοὺς B: καὶ τοὺς a: ὁρέων καὶ προθύμους Stein! 


4 ἀκούων: 


ὁρέων van Gent: lacunam Valla indicat: audiens fossam esse absolutam : 
ἤδη γενόμενον suppl. Gale, εὔτρεπες εἶναι Schweighaeuser: σπεύδοντας ante 
ἀκούων coni. Gomperz, ὡς ἔσπευσαν Gore γενέσθαι post ἀκούων coni, Stein’, 


pro γενέσθαι pos. ἐπιτελέεσθαι Stein® 


διώρυχος B 


3. ἐσθῆτι Μηδικῇ : including no doubt 
the ἀναξυρίδες ; cp. c. 61 supra and 8. 84 
for another instance. 

4. τὸ 6 : the Canal, cp. c. 22 
supra. As to the zeal of the Akanthians 
for the Canal, Blakesley first pointed 
out the commercial advantages of that 
undertaking. A lacuna is evident; cp. 
App. Crit. 

117. 2. τὸν ἐπεστεῶτα τῆς Serene 
*Apraxalyny: cp. c. 22 supra. his 
passage is evidently from an independent 
source. The various notices of Artachaies 
indeed show how little Hdt. concerned 
himself to ‘combine’ the data of various 
sources into a single and self-consistent 
story (in the manner of Thucydides) ; 
cp. Introduction, § 10. Artachaies was 
8 man upwards of 8 ft. in height (ὁ β. τ. 
=27 8axr. or 204 inches; cp. 1. 178). 
Valckenaer observes that the Greeks 
considered 4 (ordinary) cubits the ideal 
height fcr a man; Aristoph. Frogs 1046. 
Phya, who personated Athene in 656-5 
Β.Ο., was three fingers short of 4 cubits, 
1. 60. The skeleton of the Orestes 
found in Tegea was 7 cubits, 1. 68. 

6. φωνέοντά τε μέγιστον ἀνθρώπων : 
cp. 4. 141. The Egyptian may have 
been dead by this time, but Artachaies 
and he would have been more or less 
contemporaries. Hdt. has not thought 
of the Egyptian here, nor of Artachaies 
there. Moreover, τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν is 
hardly needed to reduce the superlative 
here to a mere formula. 


7. ἐξενεῖκαι ᾿ θάψαι᾽ ἐτυμβοχόεε. He 


/ 


117. 2 ὑπὸ νούσου post 


was buried with all the honours of war. 
Never a Greek, much less an Akanthian, 
had seen such a funeral. But were not 
the proper Persian rites observed! οὐ 
πρότερον θάπτεται ἀνδρὸς Πέρσεω ὁ νέκυς 
πρὶν ἂν ὑπ᾽ ὄρνιθος ἣ κυνὸς ἑλκυσθῇ, 1.140, 
an abomination toa Greek! Hdt. does 
not say that he had seen the tumulus of 
Artachaies, which is by some sup 

to be still visible (Forschammer, J.G.S. 
xvii. 149). Rawlinson demurs to the 
identification: Forsch. puts the mound 
E. of the cutting, on S. shore, near Sane: 
Hdt. (R. argues) suggests a site near 
Akanthos, W. of cutting, on N. shore. 
There are ‘ Phrygian’ tumuli in Mace- 
donia and Thrace (cp. c. 78 supra), and 
perhaps the σῆμα 'Apraxalew was one of 
these. Unless Persict apparatus were 
recovered, one might be sceptical as to 
the identity. But we shall do well to 
beware of seeing with Winckler, Geschichte 
Israels ii. (1900) 175, following the 
devious steps of Miicke, vom Euphrat 
zum Tiber (1899), in Artachaites (sic) a 
mythical figure, or of admitting that 
‘* Atrachaites (sic) the dead hero of 
Akanthos has a speaking likeness to the 
departing Fh which was celebrated by 
the grand Banquet at the Sakiien- 
festival.” The Banquet here at Akan- 
thos, by the way, depends on the mis- 
interpretation of ξεινίη above, and is 
assumed to be the only meal the king 
had on his way to Greece (‘‘an anderen 
Orten scheint er also nicht gegessen zu 
haben,” op. ¢. Ρ 177). Artachaies, though 
rather tall of stature, loud of voice, is 
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ἐτυμβοχόεε δὲ πᾶσα ἡ στρατιή. 


VII 


τούτῳ δὲ τῷ ᾿Αρταχαίῃ 


θύουσι -’AxavOco. ἐκ θεοπροπίου ws ρωι, ἐπονομάζοντες τὸ 


το οὔνομα. 


Βασιλεὺς μὲν δὴ Ἐξέρξης ἀπολομένου ᾿Αρταχαίεω ἐποιέετο 


συμφορήν. 
δειπνίξοντες 


Ἐέρξην 


οἱ δὲ ὑποδεκόμενοι Ἑλλήνων τὴν στρατιὴν καὶ 
ἐς πᾶν κακοῦ ἀπίκατο, 


οὕτω ὥστε 


ἀνάστατοι ἐκ τῶν οἴκων ἐγίνοντο" ὅκου Θασίοισι ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐν 
ς τῇ ἠπείρῳ πολίων τῶν σφετερέων δεξαμένοισι τὴν ἘΞέρξεω 
στρατιὴν καὶ δειπνίσασι ᾿Αντίπατρος ὁ ᾿Οργέος ἀραιρημένος 
..., τῶν ἀστῶν ἀνὴρ δόκιμος ὅμοια τῷ μάλιστα, ἀπέδεξε ἐς 





119 τὸ δεῖπνον τετρακόσια τάλαντα ἀργυρίου τετελεσμένα. ὡς δὲ 
9 ἀκάνθιοι θύουσι α 118. 1 nonne Ξέρξης secluseris ἢ 8 


[κακοῦ] 1 van H. 
σφετέρων 
indic. Stein® 


as real a man and an Achaimenid as 
Xerxes himself. 
8. τούτῳ δὲ... θύουσι ᾿Ακάνθιοι ἐκ 
ὡς . The cult of Arta- 
chaies has no extraordinary in it, 
cep. 5. 114 (Cult of Onesilos at Amathfis), 
5. 47 (Cult of Philip at Segesta), etc. 
That a Greek city should have a ‘ bar- 
barian’ hero is perhaps less gl soa 
than that non-Hellenic cities shoul 
worship Greeks. These colonies in 
Thrace sit rather lightly to their proper 
‘oikists’; cp. the well-known case of 
Amphipolis, Thuc. 5. 11. 1. Was the 
θεοπρόπιον from Delphi, or of local pro- 
venience! With ἴοντεξ τὸ 
ΟΡ. ἐπονομαζούσας τὰ οὐνόματα ἐν τῷ ὕμνῳ 
ard. 4. 85. There was perhaps a hymn 
at Akanthos in memory of Artachaies. 
This last sentence, on the hero-cult, has 
somewhat the air of an addition by the 
author, made perhaps after his voyage 
in those parts; cp. Introduction, 8 9. 
118. 3. ἐξ πᾶν κακοῦ ἀπίκατο. The 
luperfect here has hardly much temporal 
ut some rhetorical force. So, too, ray 
κακοῦ rhetorically much more effective 
than πᾶν κακόν, cp. 8. 52 és τὸ ἔσχατον 
κακοῦ ἀπιγμένοι, 9.118 ἐς πᾶν ἤδη κακοῦ 
ἀπιγμένοι ἦσαν. The genitive is, perhaps, 
the ‘genitive of measure,’ cp. Madvig, 
8 49 ὃ, Rem. 1. 
οὕτω ἐγίνοντο : purely 
indicative, narrative ; cp. Index. 
4. ὅκον Θασίοισι «rd. Perhaps the 
whole (cc. 118-120) is an addition 
from the author’s hand after his visit to 


4 οἰκίων B || ἐγένοντο B 
6 dpyéws a || <trodoxets> ἀραιρημένος Stein*?: lacunam 


5 σφετερέων Stein : 


Thasos (cp. 6. 47); Introduction, § 9. 
With the use of ὅκου ‘seeing that’ (relat. 
adv. of place, used for ‘cause’ or 
‘ occasion x cp. 4. 195, c. 160 infra, ete. 

τῶν ἐν τῇ ἠπείρῳ πολίων : Stryme, 
etc., 6. 108 supra. 

6. ᾿Αντίπατ ὁ ᾿ΟργέοεΣ: the 
leading citizen of Thasos in 480 B.C. 
and earliest bearer of a name after- 
wards not uncommon in the Greek 
world, and rendered famous by Philip's 
and Alexander’s Makedonian friend and 
viceroy. The father’s name may be 
connected with priestly or orgiastic 
functions in the family. Some of the 
coin-types of Thasos are ‘intimately 
connected with the orgiastic worship of 
the Thracian Bacchus,’ Head, H.N. p. 
227. This is misunderstood by 
Athenaios 146 to mean that Antipatros 
defrayed the expenses himself. Anti- 
patros had been formally elected or 
appointed (dpa:pnuévos) as chief com- 
missioner (ἐπιστάτης, or with Stein 
ὑποδοχεύ:), and his accounts, when 
audited, showed an expenditure of 400 
talents. 

8. τετελεσμένα ΞΞ- δεδαπανημένα (Baehr 
after Valckenaer). This amounted to 
considerably more than a year's income 
(6. 46), at the best of times. Thasos, 
which was in revolt from Athens 465- 
463 B.c. (Thuc. 1. 100. 2) over the 
question of the Thracian markets and 
mines, was assessed at but 8 T. from 
454 Β.0. to the thirty years’ peace. After 
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παραπλησίως καὶ ἐν τῇσι ἄλλῃσι πόλισι οἱ ἐπεστεῶτες 
ἀπεδείκνυσαν τὸν λόγον. τὸ γὰρ δεῖπνον τοιόνδε τι ἐγίνετο, 
οἷα ἐκ πολλοῦ «τε χρόνου προειρημένον καὶ περὶ πολλοῦ 
ποιευμένων: τοῦτο μέν, ὡς ἐπύθοντο τάχιστα τῶν κηρύκων 5 
τῶν περιαγγελλόντων, δασάμενοε σῖτον ἐν τῆσι πόλισι οἱ 
ἀστοὶ ἄλευρά τε καὶ ἄλφιτα ἐποίευν πάντες ἐπὶ μῆνας 
συχνούς: τοῦτο δὲ κτήνεα ἐσίτευον ἐξευρίσκοντες τιμῆς τὰ 
κάλλιστα, ἔτρεφόν τε ὄρνιθας χερσαίους καὶ λιμναίους ἔν Te 
οἰκήμασι καὶ λάκκοισι, ἐς ὑποδοχὰς τοῦ στρατοῦ" τοῦτο δὲ το 
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χρύσεά τε καὶ ἀργύρεα ποτήριά τε καὶ κρητῆρας ἐποιεῦντο 


καὶ τἄλλα ὅσα ἐπὶ τράπεζαν τιθέαται πάντα. 


119. 2 παραπλησίως del. Krueger 


suppl. Stein 


ταῦτα μὲν 


8 τοι ἐγένετο β 4 τε 


5 ποιεύμενον Be || τάχιστα τῶν κηρύκων α : τῶν κηρύκων 


μάλιστα B: τῶν κηρύκων τάχιστα van H. 7 ἐπὶ om. B 


σιτεύεσκον B, Holder, van H. 


9 τε OM. a4 


12 ra ἄλλα α 


τίθεται B, Holder, van H. || παντὰ μὲν ταῦτα B: πάντα. ταῦτα μὲν δὴ 2 


that doubtless the Thracian Peraia was 
again in Thasian hands, and the assess- 
ment stands at 30 T., a δεκατή or 10 
per cent of the maximum income. 

119. 1. ὃς δὲ wapawAnoles: cp. ds δὲ 
αὕτως, c. 86 supra. οἱ : 86. 
οἱ ἀραιρημένοι ἐπιστάται. ἀπεδείκννυσαν 
τὸν λό v, ‘proved’ their accounts (on 
a similar scale) before the auditors. 
Heralds had been sent forward from 
Sardes to the Greek cities en route, 
προερέοντας δεῖπνα βασιλέι παρασκενάζειν, 
6. 32 supra. Those words were perhaps 
inserted in c. 32, at the same time as this 
addition (cc. 118-120) was made here. 

4. προειρημένον, ‘bespoken,’ ‘com- 
mandeered,’ ‘requisitioned’ ; cp. προερέ- 
ovras, c. 32, and contr. c 116. The 
change to the genitive absolute ποιεν- 

is rather abrupt; πολλῶν or 
πάντων would soften it. 

6. δασάμενοι σῖτον : at the general 
expense. In oc 121 infra δασάμενοι is 
used simply in an active sense. 

7. τε καὶ ἄλφιτα, ‘ wheat-flour 
and barley-meal’ (force of plural), cp. 
Plato, Rep. 3728 ἐκ μὲν τῶν κριθῶν 
ἄλφιτα σκευαζόμενος, ἐκ δὲ τῶν πυρῶν 
ἄλευρα: cp. Xenoph. Anad. 1. 5. 6 
(famine prices!). Xenophon wasmightily 
carpiieed to find villagers in Armenia 
everywhere living on the best, including 
wheat and barley bread: ἐδ. 4. 5. 31 
οὐκ ἣν δ᾽ ὅπου ov waperlOecay ἐπὶ τὴν 


αὐτὴν τράπεζαν κρέα ἄρνεια, ἐρίφεια, 
χοίρεια, μόσχεια, ὀρνίθεια, σὺν πολλοῖς 
ἄρτοις τοῖς μὲν πυρίνοις τοῖς δὲ κριθίνοιξ. 
‘ »l. ll infra: the 
different force of the active and middle 
illustrated by the different relation of 
the population at large (πάντες) to 
bread-making and metal-work. 

8. Eevploxovres τιμὴ. The verb 
plainly refers here to what alread 
exists before it is sought out and foun 
(cp. 4. 79); τιμῆς is a market term (sc. 

ns) and ‘genitive of the price’ 
(Madvig, § 54 δ) or value, in which sense 
τιμή is common in Attic (fourth century), 
e.g. Plato, Laws 917 Β δύο εἰπεῖν τιμάς 
‘to name two prices.’ The use is not 
Homeric, but an ‘honour’ soon degener- 
ates into an ‘honorarium,’ an ideal into 
a material . And τιμή comes to 
mean both ‘penalty ’ and ‘price’ (Hymn 
to Demeter 131 f. φεῦγον ὑπερφιάλους 
onudyropas ὄφρα κε μή pe ἀπριάτην 
περάσαντες ἐμῆς ἀποναίατο τιμῇ). (τιμή 
as an ‘office,’ ο. 36 supra.) 

10. λάκκοισι : λάκκος, an artificial 
pond or reservoir, cp. 4. 195. 

ἐς ἃς τοῦ στρατοῦ, ‘for the 
entertainment of the forces.’ In Thue. 
7. 74 (els ὑποδοχὴν τοῦ στρατεύματος) of 
hostile reception. The plural is here 
significaut, not of successive receptions 
by several cities, but of the multifarious 
hacactas of the guests at each reception. 
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αὐτῷ te βασιλέι καὶ τοῖσι ὁμοσιτέουσι pet ἐκείνου ἐπεποίητο, 
τῇ δὲ ἄλλῃ στρατιῇ τὰ ἐς φορβὴν μοῦνα τασσόμενα. ὅκως 
15 δὲ ἀπίκοιτο ἡ στρατιή, σκηνὴ μὲν ἔσκε πεπηγυῖα ἑτοίμη ἐς 
τὴν αὐτὸς σταθμὸν ποιεέσκετο Ἐξέρξης, ἡ δὲ ἄλλη στρατιὴ 
ἔσκε ὑπαίθριος. ὡς δὲ δείπνου ἐγίνετο ὥρη, οἱ μὲν δεκόμενοι 
ἔχεσκον πόνον, οἱ δὲ ὅκως πλησθέντες νύκτα αὐτοῦ ἀγάγοιεν, 
τῇ ὑστεραίῆ τήν τε σκηνὴν ἀνασπάσαντες καὶ τὰ ἔπιπλα 
20 πάντα λαβόντες οὕτω ἀπελαύνεσκον, λείποντες οὐδὲν ἀλλὰ 
120 φερόμενοι. ἔνθα δὴ Μεγακρέοντος ἀνδρὸς ᾿Αβδηρίτεω ἔπος 
εὖ εἰρημένον ἐγένετο, ὃς συνεβούλευσε ᾿Αβδηρίτῃσι πανδημί, 
αὐτοὺς καὶ γυναῖκας, ἐλθόντας ἐς τὰ σφέτερα ἱρὰ ἵζεσθαι 
ἱκέτας τῶν θεῶν παραιτεομένους καὶ τὸ λοιπόν σφι ἀπαμύνειν 

ς τῶν ἐπιόντων κακῶν τὰ ἡμίσεα, τῶν τε παροιχομένων ἔχειν 
oft μεγάλην χάριν, ὅτε βασιλεὺς Ἐξέρξης οὐ δὶς ἑκάστης 
ἡμέρης ἐνόμισε σῖτον αἱρέεσθαι" παρέχειν γὰρ ἂν ᾿Αβδηρίτῃσι, 


13 ὁμοσιτέουσι Stein’ : ὁμοσίτοισι 
Stein? 17 γίνοιτο B, Stein!, Holder, van H. 18 διαγάγοιεν 
Naber 19 ἐν τῇ a 20 πάντα post ἀλλὰ transp. van H. 
120. 2 ἐλέγετο van H. || συνεβούλενε a || πανδημεὶ B, Stein!? 3 
αὐτοὺς καὶ γυναῖκας suspecta mihi: an αὐτούς re? 6 Ἐέρξης del. van H. 


15 ἔσκε om.a: ‘fort. peverxe’ 


18. τέονσι: cp. ὁμοτράπεζοι, 3. cp. 9. 


132, and App. Crit. 
ἐπεποίητο: the 

its temporal force. 
ἄλλῃ: cp. ἄλλη, 1. 16 infra, idiomatic and 
superfluous (in English). 

15. tone’ ποιεέσκετο᾽ ἔσκε' ἔχεσκον : 
almost too much of a good thing; cp. 
App. Crit. 


pluperfect has 
: 6. 50. 


16. v (ποιεῖσθαι), ‘made his 
abode,’ ‘took up his quarters.’ 

17. δείπνον ὥρη, ‘dinner-time,’ pre- 
sumably by day-light. On ὥρη cp. 
8. 14. 

18. αὐτοῦ, ‘on the spot,’ where they 
had had their meal. νύκτα ἀγαγεῖν, or 
ἄγειν, not a common expression, and 
doubtless more significant than γυκτερεύ- 
ew: they made a long night of it, cp. 
Propertius 1. 11. 5 (ecquid te) Nostri 
cura subit memores ah! ducere noctes ? 

20. οὕτω ἀπελαύνεσκον, ‘they would 
never take their departure from a place 
until they had torn down (up) the tent 
and laid hands on all the furniture ’— 
the rapacity of the Persians is half 
ludicrous, and perhaps wholly fabulous. 
The king's tent and its equipment were 
presumably the ones carried with him, 


70, and not a new one daily 
supplied by the fresh locality. 
120. 1. Meyaxpéowros ἀνδρὸς ᾿Αβ. 
(ree. Megakreon is a rare name. 
Did he belong to the same family as 
Nymphodoros and Pythes, c. 137 infra? 
He is the author of a bon-mot (trog εὖ 
εἰρημένον, almost an Herodotean formula, 
cp. Introduction, § 10). Abdera was 
the Ἡ ἀπὸ trp of Demokritos, ‘the 
ΝᾺ coors philosopher’ (b. circa 460 B.c.), 
of Protagoras (b. circa 480 B.c.), and of 
other brilliant wits, yet its name became 
roverbial for stupidity and folly (so 
icero, on Pompey’s plan for sending 
him to Sicily in 50 Β8.0., td est 
᾿Αβδηριτικόν, ad Att. 7.7.4; and again 
on ἃ previous occasion, of ‘a very 
bedlam’ (Tyrrell) in the Senate: rein 
ad senatum rettulerunt. Hic Abdera, 
non tacente me, ἐδ. 4. 16. 6; cp. Martial 
10. 25 Abderitanae pectora plebis habes). 
The usual physical explanation was 
iven of this, the crassus aer, cp. 
uvenal 10. 50. Wieland made use of 
the motif in his comic Romance Dre 
Geschichte der Abderiten (1774). 
7. παρέχειν γὰρ ἄν κτλ. The ἔπος 
would be more pointed and smarter 
without the added explanation. Blakes- 
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εἰ καὶ ἄριστον προείρητο ὅμοια τῷ δείπνῳ παρασκευάζειν, ἢ 
μὴ ὑπομένειν Ἐξρξην ἐπιόντα ἢ καταμείναντας κάκιστα πάντων 


ἀνθρώπων διατριβῆναι. 


Οἱ μὲν δὴ πιεζόμενοι ὅμως τὸ ἐπιτασσόμενον ἐπετέλεον. 121 


Ἐέρξης δὲ ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ακάνθου, ἐντειλάμενος τοῖσι στρατηγοῖσι 
τοῦ ναυτικοῦ στρατοῦ ὑπομένειν ἐν Θέρμῃ, ἀπῆκε ἀπ᾽ ἑωντοῦ 
πορεύεσθαι τὰς νέας, Θέρμῃ δὲ τῇ ἐν τῷ Θερμαίῳ κόλπῳ 
οἰκημένῃ, ἀπ᾿ ἧς καὶ ὁ κόλπος οὗτος τὴν ἐπωνυμίην ἔχει" 


ταύτῃ γὰρ ἐπυνθάνετο συντομώτατον εἶναι. 


10 ἐκτριβῆναι unus Paris, van H. 
3 τὸν ναυτικὸν στρατὸν codd. Stein}, corr. Stein?, appr. van H. || 
5 ἔχει" ταύτῃ : lacunam suspicor, cf. comment. 6 


Valla 
ar’: ἐπ᾿ Cobet 
συντομώτερον B 


ley, indeed, puts this sentence down 
purely to Hdt., not to Megakreon ; but 
the grammar (orat. oblig.) seems to bar 
that interpretation, unless we might 
sup Hdt. running his own superfluous 
explanation right on to the original 
bon-mot. 4. 144 supplies a parallel 
instance. Inc. 162 infra, the point of 
Gelon’s ῥῆμα is saved by the oratio recta. 

8. : adverbial, cp. c. 118. 

10. διατριβῆναι hardly seems 80 
happy a word as ἐκτρίβειν, cp. 4. 120, 
6. 87, 86. Thuc. 8. 78 (κινδυνεύσειν) 
διατριβῆναι is interpreted by the schol. 
διαφθαρῆνα. Poppo, however, gives 
periculum esse ne paulatim attererentur, 
more in accord with the usual meaning 
of the word. 

121. 2. τῆς AxdvOov: cc. 116 ἢ supra. 

τοῖσι στρατηγοῖσι: co. 97 supra. 
Xerxes appears in this chapter (which 
contains some curiously belated informa- 
tion that might at least have been given 
in or before c. 108 supra) throughout as 
exercising the supreme command, and 
not as a mere figure-head. 

3. ἀπ’ ἑωντοῦ might seem to impl 
that hitherto the ships had been in touc 
with him, which was not strictly the 
case; see below. But they had been 
advancing in the same direction, where- 
as now the fleet takes a course of its own. 
Hdt.’s statement is, however, explicit 
that only at Akanthos, not for example 
at Argilos, fleet and army parted com- 
pany (cp. c. 58 supra). 

4. Θέρμῃ δὲ. . τὴν ἐπωνυμίην Ra: 
a peceraphioe: note somewhat loosely 
tacked on, after the main sentence, but 
thereby marked all the more clearly as 
no part of the king’s orders but a pure 


μέχρι μὲν yap 


121. 1 ὁμοίως codd.: tamen 


deliverance of the writer. Hekataios 
rd gah mentioned both Therme and 
the gulf named after it ; cp. Fr. 116 (= 
Steph. B. sub v. Χάλαστρα). Therme, 
originally perhaps a Greek colony, but a 
Makedonian town at the date when 
Hdt. was writing, and doubtless in 480 
B.O., was only in Athenian possession for 
a few months in 482-31 B.c. (cp. Thucyd. 
1. 61. 2, 2. 29. 6). Its position and its 
harbour must have given it importance 
always, but only with the founda- 
tion of Thessalonike on the spot by 
Kassandros pny ve Τὴ were the 
possibilities of the place y appreci- 
ated; and only with the Romans did 
Thessalonike, as the capital of one of 
the Makedonian regions, and at the bet 
middle of the Via Egnatis, reach its full 
destiny, albeit thereafter to be supplanted 
by Constantinople. It was by no acci- 
dent that a Christian church earl 
flourished here (cp. the two Epp. ascri 

to St. Paul), for the place was frequented 
of the Jews, and Suloniki, still the seat 
of an archimandrite, is largely in the 
hands of a Jewish population (cp. Tozer, 
Highlands of Turkey, i. 148 ff.). 

6. ταύτῃ γὰρ ἐπυνθάνετο συντομότα- 
τὸν εἶναι : one may suspect that a sen- 
tence has dropped out before these words, 
which appear to give the reason why 
Xerxes and the Jand-army here parted 
from the fleet. αὐτὸς δὲ διὰ (τῆς) μεσογαίης 
τὴν ὁδὸν ἔμελλε ποιέεσθαι (ἐποιέετο Ἶ), or 
words to that effect, are necessary to 
render the argument coherent. 

᾿Ακάνθον. . ἐκ Aoploxov: 
the organization and separate advance of 
the three corps d’armée or columns (τρεῖς 
μοῖραι) probably did not cease at Akan- 
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᾿Ακάνθον ὧδε τετωγμένος ὁ στρατὸς ἐκ Δορίσκου τὴν ὁδὸν 
ἐποιέετο" τρεῖς μοίρας ὁ Ἐξέρξης δασάμενος πάντα τὸν πεζὸν 
στρατόν, μίαν αὐτέων ἔταξε παρὰ θάλασσαν ἰέναι ὁμοῦ τῷ 


10 vauTiK@* ταύτης μὲν δὴ ἐστρατήγεον Μαρδόνιός τε 


καὶ 


Μασίστης, ἑτέρη δὲ τεταγμένη ἤιε τοῦ στρατοῦ τριτημορὶς 
τὴν μεσόγαιαν, τῆς ἐστρατήγεον Τριτανταίχμης τε καὶ Γέργις" 
ἡ δὲ τρίτη τῶν μοιρέων, μετ᾽ ἧς ἐπορεύετο αὐτὸς ἘΞέρξης, ἤιε 
μὲν τὸ μέσον αὐτῶν, στρατηγοὺς δὲ παρείχετο Σμερδομένεά 


τις τε καὶ Μεγάβυζον. 


Ὃ μέν νυν ναυτικὸς στρατὸς ὡς ἀπείθη ὑπὸ Ἐξέρξεω καὶ 
διεξέπλωσε τὴν διώρυχα τὴν ἐν τῷ “AD γενομένην, διέχουσαν 


9 στρατόν om. β, Holder, van H. 
μεγάβυξον aV 


thos (cp. τριτημορίς ο. 181 infra), though 
Hdt. does not specify it clearly for any 
νὰ; of the march except that between 
oriskos and Akanthos, and, indeed, 
only for this part here as a belated ex- 
planation of a new departure or develop- 
ment at Akanthos (if it was at Akanthos, 
and not at Argilos). But did the 
ar ment only date from Doriskos ἢ 
The land-forces that marched from 
Sardes to Abydos, and from Sestos to 
Doriskos, must have had some good 
organization, and definite tactical dis- 
itions ; but it is possible that a new 
ard a new development, was 
effected at Doriskos, especially if (as I 
have ventured to suggest) at least one- 
third of the forces reached Doriskos by 
sea, with probably the greater portion of 
the fleet ; cp. notes to cc. 44, 59 supra. 
It may then have been at Doriskos that 
the full tripartition, or rather the tripli- 
cation, of the land forces was effected ; 
and from that point to Akanthos the 
army may have marched, on three a 
proximately parallel routes—left, middle, 
and right—by coast-line, inland and 
between, the fleet remaining in touch at 
least with the left column. Hdt. leaves 
no doubt here as to his own conception 
of the order of march from Doriskos to 
Akanthos; but in his actual narrative 
of the march (cc. 108-117), though in- 
cidentally implying the existence of two 
distinct marching columns, he is no- 
where betrayed into implying the exist- 
ence of a third. Is it possible that after 
all there were only two actually on land, 
the third μοῖρα being conveyed by the 
transports and fleet? In that case 


15 re om. S || μεγάβυζον RS Ὁ: 


122. 2 διίπλωσεβ 


Xerxes himself would probably have 
marched by the coast route, with a corps 
d’armée on his right, on the inland road 
(via Krenides, and north of Pangaion), 
and the fleet on his left (carrying a large 
number of soldiers, τύ more than ἃ 
mere third). Several points confirm this 
conjecture. (1) At Akanthos Xerxes 
ἀπῆκε dx’ ἑωυτοῦ πορεύεσθαι ras νέας. (2) 
There are two routes plainly traceable 
from Doriskos to Akanthos, but a third 
is not indicated, nor easy to suggest. 
(8) The arrangement provides some work 
for the immense host of transports, 
which may have advanced to Therme. 
(4) At least a very large number of 
Persians and Medes and Sakai are sup- 
posed to be on the war-ships as bs 
these probably represent men taken from 
the πεζός, cp. c. 96 supra. (δ) The 
arrangement appears reasonable in itself, 
and eases the difficulty of the advance of 
the huge forces. (6) If the right colamn 
crossed from Argilos to Therme direct 
(cp. c. 115 supra), and Xerxes with the 
middle column reached Akanthos, what 
becomes of the left column, unless we 
have shipped it somewhere en route} 

8. ὁ i δασάμενοξ : cp. oc. 86, 119 
supra ; and on the article c. 45 supra. 

τὸν πεῖὸν or. must here include 
τὴν ἵππον : cp. c. 60 supra. 

10. ἐστρατήγεον : on the ἡρασώμοι ΒΘΘ 
c. 82 supra, and on the whole question 
raised by this c. Appendix II. § 5. 

14. μέσον : cp. cc. 108 supra, 129 
infra. Sickte τὴν 8 τὴν 

122. 2. Lace τὴν διώρνχα 
ἐν τῷ "Alp v: a clear record 
that the canal was not merely projected, 
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δὲ ἐς κόλπον ἐν τῷ “Acoa te πόλις καὶ Πίλωρος καὶ 
Σύγγος καὶ Σάρτη οἴκηνται, ἐνθεῦτεν, ὡς καὶ ἐκ τουτέων τῶν 
πολίων στρατιὴν παρέλαβε, ἔπλεε ἀπιέμενος ἐς τὸν Θερμαῖον ς 
κόλπον, κάμπτων δὲ "Αμπελον τὴν Τορωναίην ἄκρην παρ- 
αμείβετο Ἑλληνίδας ‘ye τάσδε πόλις, ἐκ τῶν νέας τε καὶ 





8 πίλωρος BA?: πι(λ)δωρος A litt. erasa: πίδωρος BPdz: πιδωρὸς C 


4 odpyn B 
Kopwvainy a 


and made, but actually used; it may 
nevertheless not be an express tradition 
but a just assumption. Hdt. nowhere 
says πὰ ieee of the subsequent disuse 
and collapse of the cana), which was 
used apparently once and only upon 
this occasion: a point specially re- 
markable on the supposition that he 
himself ever visited those parts. Cp. ce. 
28, 87 supra. 

ἐν τῷ "Αθῳ is not happy; cp. 6. 
22 supra. The isthmus is here subsumed 
in the mountain. 

γενομένην is a curiously weak word 
in this connexion: πεποιημένην or ἐξ- 
ορωρυγμένην might have been expected ; 
it can hardly be taken to imply that in 
the writer’s time the canal no longer 
existed. διέχουσαν as in 4. 42 τὴν 
διώρυχα... τὴν ἐκ τοῦ Νείλου διέχουσαν 
ἐς τὸν ᾿Αράβιον κόλπον. 

3. ἐξ κόλπον : anonymous to Hat. 
Σιγγιτικὸς κόλπος Ptol. 8. 18. 11, between 
the hci or peninsulas of Akte 
and Sithonia. 

Ἄσσα: Steph. B. sub v. cites 
Hdt. for Assa, πόλις πρὸς τῷ Αθῳ, but 
has just below “Aconpa (neut.) πόλις 
Χαλκιδέων with reference to Theopom 
Forbiger, alte Geogr. iii. 1065, identifies 
the two. The site is to be found at the 
head of the gulf, and the army must 
have passed by it as well as the fleet (or 


instead). The ᾿Ασσηρῖται appear on the 
Athenian quota-lista as paying half a 


talent, or less, tribute. Aristot. Hist. 
Anim. 8. 12=519a asserts that in the 
district of Asseritis (ἐν τῇ ᾿Ασσυρίτιδι sic) 
waters (ὁ καλούμενος ποταμὸς Vuypés) ex- 
isted which produced black wool in sheep. 

TiQwpos, though described by 
Steph. B. as πόλις περὶ τὸν Αθων (prob- 
ably from this passage), is placed by the 
geographers following Leake, N. Gr. iii. 
154, not on Akte but on Sithonia. It 
appears on the quota-list for 437 B.c. 
(C.L.A.i. 243; Hill, Sources, Ὁ. 75) under 


5 ἀπικόμενος B: ἀπειμένος Krueger : secl. van H. 6 
7 ye Stein: re || πόλεις B 


the rubric ager ἃς οἱ bi re irs ad 
φόρον φέρειν, an id 600 Dr. tribu 
4, in Steph. B. (following this 
ge’), places it περὶ τὸν Αθων. 
liny 4. 17 mentions it with Ampelos 
and Torone; Leake (N. Gr. iii. 153) 
finds it on the east ae of ere 
The Σεγγαῖοι a r in the text of the 
treaty of Nikise 421 B.0., Thuc. 5. 18. 
6, and have a long previous record on 
the quota-lists (Σίγγιοι) paying tribute 
varying from 4 to 1 talent. 

Σάρτη: Steph. B. as above. Assa 
(Assera, Assyra), Piloros, Singos, Sarte 
appear to be regularly named here from 

. to S. as they would occur upon the 
route of the fleet ; Leake op. 6. iii. 154 
places Sarte on the SE. side of the point 
of Sithonia. The Zaprato appear on 
the quota-lists (paying 1500 Dr. tribute: 
the record imperfect). Sarte appears as 
a Thracian name, cp. Σάτραι 111 supra, 
and Blakesley suggests that none of 
these cities were Greek (cp. next list) ; 
their names at least were not. “Acca: 
κώμη Σκυθίας Steph. B. LZhyyos: singulus. 
lyya=els Hesych. (cp. Grassberger, 
Ortsnamen, Ὁ. 267). Even Πίλωρος may 
be ‘ Thracian’ or northern. 

δ. ἀ , ‘direct,’ i.e. released 
ig hugging the shore; but cp. App. 

rit. 

6. κάμπτων, ‘(in) rounding Ampelos 

. », an impossibility, says 
lakesley, and would therefore alter 
the text; but a pres. part. followed by 
a narrative verb, to describe two succes- 
sive acts, is good Herodotean grammar : 
it is not the time-index in the participle 
which is most essential. 

"Apmadov τὴν T ny ἄκρην : 
Ampelos, a not unusual name for pro- 
montories ; Steph. B. besides this one 
mentions one in Samos; the east point 
of Krete bore the name, and it was, 
found elsewhere (cp. Hirschfeld in Pauly- 
Wissowa i. 1881 f.). 
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στρατιὴν παρελάμβανε, Τορώνην Γαληψὸν Σερμύλην Μηκύ- 


ἡ μέν νυν χώρη αὕτη Σιθωνίη καλέεται, 


ὃ δὲ [ναυτικὸς στρατὸς ὁ ἘΞέρξεω] συντάμνων ἀπ’ ᾿Αμπέλου 


8 γαληψών B || μηκύρεναν R: 
Weaseling) 123. 1 σιθονίη a 


8. Topévnv: already mentioned c. 
22 supra, in a way which makes it 
pretty obvious that Hdt. did not know 
on which side of ‘the Toronaean pro- 
montory’ the city was situate: the 
name is still attached to the site. 
Torone is a ‘Chalkidic’ town (cp. 8. 
127) and specifically a Greek city “named 
from the daughter of Proteus or Poseidon 
and Phoinike” (Steph. B.). The assess- 
ment of the Toronaeans was doubled in 
425 B.c. (from 6 to 12 T. ; cp. 6.1.4. i. 
p- 231) by Athens, which helps to ex- 
plain their relation to Brasidas, and 
the t played by them in 424 B.o. 
Op. Thuc, 4. 110 ff. 

Γαληψόν : Thuc. 4. 107. 3, 5. 6. 
1 appears to place Galepsos near the 
Strymon ; Strabo 331, fr. 33 places it 
east of Strymon, between Pha and 
Apollonia; Livy 44. 45. 15, Plutarch, 
Aemitl. Paul. 23 support Thucydides 
and Strabo; Blakesley sees that Hdt. 
is in error; Rawlinson supposes two 
laces of the same name. Steph. B. 
indeed distinguishes the Galepsos of 
Thucydides from a ‘Puionian’ city, 
mentioned by Hekataios ; but they may 
be the same. The record of the Γαλήψιοι 
on the Attic quota-lists is constant 
(Tribute normal 14 talent) Hdt. 
describes it as a Greek city; Thuc. as 
a Thasian colony. Had there been 
two cities of this name in Thrace at one 
time Thucydides would probably have 
indicated as much. MHdt. can scarcely 
here be writing from autopsy. 

Σερμύλην : Steph. δ. Σερμυλαία" 
πόλις περὶ τὸν Αθων, ὡς Ἑκαταῖος. The 
Attic inscripp. show the two forms Zep- 
μυλιῆς, Σερβυλιῆς (cp. Hill, Sources, 
Index p. 414 a). Thucyd. 5. 18. 8 
(treaty-text) Σερμυλιῶν, where the city 


shares the fate of Torone and Skione. 4 


The Sermylians had paid from 3 to 5 
talents previous to the τάξις of 425 B.c., 
wherein no doubt their assessment was 
at least doubled. The position of the 
city is fixed by Leake at mod. ‘Ormylia’ 
on Sithonia: WN. Gr. iii. 154. 


MnyxtBepvav. In the text of the 


μηκύρενναν SV (unxiBevvay V ap. 
2 ναυτικὸς... Ἐέρξεω 860]. Stein? 


treaty of Nikias the Mcekybernaeans are 
classed with Sanaeans, Singaeans, Olyn- 
thians, Akanthians: Thuc. 5. 18. 6. 
Thuc. 56. 31. 1 (Μηκύβερναν ᾿Ολύνθιοι 
᾿Αθηναίων φρουρούντων ἐπιδραμόντες εἷλον) 
shows Mekyberna to have been in the 
neighbourhood of Olynthos. Steph. B. 
sub v. πόλις Παλλήνης, τῆς ἐν Θράκῃ 
Χερρονήσον" Ἑκαταῖος Εὐρώ Philip of 
Makedon in 848 B.c. seized Torone and 
Mekyberna as a preliminary to obtaining 
Olynthos: Diodor. 16. 58. 2. The posi- 
tion of the town has been identified 
(Molivo, Leake N. Gr. iii. 154): it stands 
to the Toronaean gulf as Assera to the 
Singitic. The Μηκυβερναῖοι or Μηκυ- 
wepvaio figure constantly on the Attic 
lists with a tribute of 1 T. or less: their 
7a for 425 8.0. is unfortunately 
ost. 

9. "OAvvGov: Olynthos was a Greek 
city at the time when Hat. was writing, 
but not yet in 480 Β.0. ; cp. 8. 127 infra. 
The name is rather ‘ Phrygo-Thracian ἢ 
or prae-Hellenic (-»8-, op. Πέρινθος etc. ). 
It was destined to the greatest and most 
eventful history of any of the Greek 
colonies in Chalkidike, and became one 
of the chief ‘ objectives’ of Makedonian, 
Athenian, and Spartan policy in the 
north region. Thucydides 1. 63. 2 places 
it 60 stades from Poteidaia; Hdt. here 
seems to put it inside Sithonia ; Steph. 
B. more correctly πρὸς τῇ Σιθωνίᾳ. The 

osition is identified (Leake iii. 164). 
he Olynthian tribute to Athens was 
fixed (so far as we know) at 2 T. (Its 
greatness was yet to ha 

123. 1. Σιθωνίη. The Latin authors, 
Ovid, Lucan, Pliny, are uainted with 
‘Sithdnii’ on the Pontus, Vergil (Zz. 10. 
66) and Horace (Od. 8. 26. 10) with 
‘Sithonian snows’; but these may be 
literary freaks. . App. Crit. 

2. συντάμνων ἀπ πέλον ἄκρης 
ἐπὶ Καναιστραίην ἄκρην. Hdt. marks 
the ‘Kanaistraian’ promontory as the 
furthest beeen of Pal ha ΤΣ 
postern-gate in Torone apparently bore 
the title, or might be described as ἡ κατὰ 
Καναστραῖον πυλίς Thuc. 4. 110. 2. The 
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ἄκρης ἐπὶ Καναστραίην ἄκρην, τὸ δὴ πάσης τῆς Παλλήνης 
ἀνέχει μάλιστα, ἐνθεῦτεν νέας τε καὶ στρατιὴν παρελάμβανε 
ἐκ Ποτειδαίης καὶ ᾿Αφύτιος καὶ Νέης πόλιος καὶ Αὐγῆς καὶ ς 





8 καναστραῖον 8, Holder, van H. || ἄκρην secl. van H. 


5 Ποτιδαίης 
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geographers all agree. Steph. B. gives 
the form Κάναστρον : the Kym. Jfag. has 
Κάναστρα or Kavdorpa, which alone ex- 
plains the adjectival form. (Etym. 
κάναστρον a basket ἢ) 

The statement here made implies that 
the fleet crossed direct from the point 
of Sithonia to the point of Pallene. 
This agrees exactly with the statement 
in the previous c. ἔπλεε ἀπιέμενος és τὸν 
Θερμαῖον κόλπον, but it contradicts the 
statement which there immediately 
follows, that the fleet visited Torone 
(Galepsos), Sermyle,Mekyberna,Olynthos, 
aud it contradicts also the statement 
here following, which [0:8 to make 
the fleet sweep round the east side of 
the Pallene peninsula. Rawlinson solves 
the difficulty by the supposition that 
only a portion of the fleet made the 


circuit of the Toronaean gulf: ‘‘the 
main body of the fleet sailed across the 
mouth of the bay.” Hdt. does not 


make this distinction. Blakesley brings 
out the Herodotcan inconsequence in 
the remark: ‘‘It is not conceivable that 
the whole fleet should make the circuit 
of the Toronaic gulf, and afterwards 
return to Point Ampelos in order to cross 
it at the narrowest part.” Olynthos 
cannot have been visited by the fleet, 
for it was not a port: Mekyberna need 
not, for it lay on the route of advance 
for the army. Hdt. owing to his ignor- 
ance of the exact topography of the 
region has, presumably, in these chapters 
mixed up places visited by the army 
with places visited by the fleet. 

3. rd . . ἀνέχει : the relative refers 
loosely to ἄκρη, cp. 5. 92 τοῦ (‘a thing 
than which’) referring to τυραννίδας (sic), 
4. 23 τοῦτο referring to καρπός. ἀνέχει 
probably ἐς τὸν πόντον, cp. 4. 99 (not ‘out 
of the water’). The observation is made 
from the land side. 

5. Ποτειδαίης : described by Thue. 1. 
56. 2 as ἐπὶ τῷ ἰσθμῷ τῆς Παλλήνης, and 
a colony from Korinth. Already in 480 
B.C. it must have been a strongly fortified 

lace, for it successfully stood a siege 
in the following year, 8. 127 infra, but 
not the slightest hint is given either 


there or here of the events in 482 B.c. 
(such as would probably have been given 
if the whole narrative were being written 
about that time ; op. Introduction, § 7). 
Poteidaia was the richest and most im- 
portant city of Chalkidike in the fifth 
century, and the rise of its assessment 
from 6 to 15 talents in 436 B.c. (cp. 
Hill, Sources, p. 77, C.I.A. i. p. 280) 
may have had a good deal to say to 
τὰ Ποτειδαιατικά (Thuc. 1. 56 ff., though 
Thuc. does not say so). In natural 
order the fleet would visit Poteidaia not 
next after Olynthos, or rather Meky- 
berna, but after Skione, Mende, Sane, 
and before Lipaxos and the rest below 
mentioned. 

᾿Αφύτιος : mentioned in Thuc. 1. 
64. 2 as Phormion’s base in his opera- 
tions against Poteidaia: Leake locates it 
at Aphyto (N. Gr. iii. 156). Lysandros 
is reported to have laid ineffectual siege 
to it (408-2 B.o. (ἢ) Pausan. 3. 18. 2) and 
Agesipolis died in it 380 B.c. (Xenoph. 
Hell. 5. 8. 19). It was assessed at 3 
T. tribute by the Athenians (which was 
not raised in 425 B.c.). The coinage (of 
the fourth century) attests the worship 
of Zeus Ammon (Pausan. /.c.) and of 
Dionysos (Xenoph. i.c.), but the former 
was presumably not older than the 
Lysandrian siege. Steph. B. gives the 
city an oracle of Ammon. 

Νέης πόλιος᾽ Alyfis: Θεράμβω. 
Neapolisand Aige are nowhere mentioned 
in the texts; but a Νεάπολις Mevdalwy 
or ἐκ Παλλήνης appears on the Attic lists, 
with a constant assessment of half a 
talent (C.J... i. 280) (in distinction to 
the Thasian Neapolis wap’ ᾿Αντισάραν), 
and perhaps the Αἰγάντιοι in the same 
region, with the same assessment, re- 
present this Aly)! Steph. B. notes 
many cities of the name of Alyal (Aly) 
including the Makedonian. (On the 
etymology cp. Grassberger, Gr. Ortsnamen, 
88 ff. ; Tozer, Highlands, i. 157.) Ther- 
ambos, Θεράμβως (cp. “A@ws) appears in 
Steph. B. as OpduBos* ἀκρωτήριον Maxe- 
δονίας. This latter form accords with 
the Attic lists in which the Θραμβαῖοι 
(of Θραμβή) appear, at times as an 
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Θεράμβω καὶ Σκιώνης καὶ Mévdns καὶ Σάνης" αὗται yap εἰσὶ 
αἱ τὴν νῦν Παλλήνην πρότερον δὲ Φλέγρην καλεομένην νεμό- 


μεναι. 


παραπλέων δὲ καὶ ταύτην τὴν χώρην ὄπλεε ἐς τὸ 


προειρημένον, παραλαμβάνων στρατιὴν καὶ ἐκ τῶν προσεχέων 
10 πολίων τῇ Παλλήνῃ, ὁμουρεουσέων δὲ τῷ Θερμαίῳ κόλπῳ, 
τῇσι οὐνόματα ἐστὶ τάδε, Λίπαξος Κώμβρεια Αἷσα ΤΓίύγωνος 


7 νῦν «μὲν: van Η. 


10 τῇ Παλλήνῃ om. B || ὁμουρεουσῶν B 


11 κωμβρία α || Αἷσα Stein?: λισαί codd., Stein! 


a of Skione, and ing but a 
ΑΚ of 8 talent. (It ie avulont that 
Hdt.’s nomenclature is not based on the 
Attic lists.) Perhaps Thrambe was a 
dependency of Skione near the Kanas- 
traean headland. 

6. per M Σάνης. These 
three, with Aphytis, are the four ‘cities ’ 
of Pallene, recognized by Strabo (330, 77. 
27), Poteidaia being on the isthmus, ani 
Neapolis, Aige, Thrambe unknown or 
insignificant dependencies. 

Σκιώνη, reputed a Peloponnesian 
colony (to ‘Pallene’ from ‘Pellene’ ?), 
founded on the return from Troy (Thuc. 
4. 120. 1), was a place of some importance 
in the fifth century (assessed on the Attic 
lista with considerable fluctuations, from 
6 to 15 talents: in 425 p.c. 9 T.); joined 
Brasidas in 424 B.o. (Thuc. 1.6.) ; three 
years later the Athenians (Thuc. 5. 32. 
1) put the male population (Ionians 
though they were) to the sword, and 
reduced the women and children (who 
had been conveyed to Olynthos, 4. 123. 
4) to slavery, and settled the dispossessed 
Plataians on the land. 

Mév6n: πόλις ἐν τῇ Παλλήνῃ Eperpidy 
ἀποικία Thuc. 4. 128. 1, only second to 
Skione in importance (with a normal 
tribute of eight talents on the Attic 
lists), joined Brasidas in 423 B.c. and 
barely escaped the same fate as Skione. 
The Lakrites of Demosthenes suggests 
that wine was the staple of Mende, and 
the coinage (Head, p. 187) bears out 
the 3) oa (Silenos and the Ass). 

yn: were there really two places 
of this name in Chalkidike, one hard by 
the King’s Cut (c. 22 supra, Thuc. 4. 
109. 8 ᾿Ανδρίων ἀποικία), another on 
Pallene, between Mende and Poteidaia ? 
The Σαναῖοι of the Treaty of Nikias 
(Thuc. 5. 18. 6) might dwell anywhere 
in the three-pronged peninsula; and 
equally the Σαναῖοι of the Attic lists, 
with their modest tribute of 1 T. or less. 


Strabo 330, fr. 27 reckons a ‘Sane’ as 
one of the four cities of Pallene, but 
perhaps only on the strength of this 
(and is that αὐτὸς Στράβων 2). 

teph. B. seems to hedge, sub v.: πόλις 
Opaxns μεταξὺ "“Adw καὶ Παλλήνης. 
Blakesley showed his frequent acuteness 
in denying the existence of a Sane on 
Pallene. The absence of any notice of 
Sane in Thucydides’ account of the 
operations against Skione and Torone, 
and the fact that he only names the one by 


the canal, strongly supports that negative. 

7. τὴν viv αλλήνην πρότερον δὲ 
} νκ γὴν : Aischyl. Humenid. 
295 (Orestes, invoking Athene) Φλε- 
γραίαν πλάκα | θρασὺς ταγοῦχος ws ἀνὴρ 
ἐπισκοπεῖ----οὈνἱ οἴ 5} referring to Pallene, 
(not to the Phlegraian field in Campania, 
as Paley ad /. supposes). L. & S. seem 
right in identifying it with the scene of 
the victory: ὅταν θεοὶ ἐν πεδίῳ Φλέγρας 
Γιγάντεσσιν μάχαν ἀντιάζωσιν. Pindar, 
N. 1. 67, cp. Js. 5. (6) 38. (Aristophanes, 
Birds, 824 f., has his jest on it.) Γιγωνὶς 
ἄκρα appears ἐν τῷ Θερμαϊκῷ κόλπῳ 
Ptolem. 8. 18. 13. Stein suggests that 
καλεομένην means “80 called in poetry’ ; 
but Hdt. seems to think Φλέγρη a 
genuine name. νῦν: at the time of 
writing: anno! 

8. τὸ προειρημένον, ‘appointed by the 
king’ (not ‘ aforesaid’), cp. co. 119, 120 
supra: προειρημένην infra. 

. προσεχέων: i.e. they were outside 
the isthmus, between Poteidaia and 
Therma; but most of them hardly 
deserving the title of πόλιες. 

11. τῇσι οὐνόματα ἐστὶ τάδε: one might 
wish to believe that this list of trivial 
villages were a gloss from a local pedant ! 
Why should Hdt. stud the few miles of 
Krossaian coast with this heptarchy of 
hamlets? It is out of all proportion 
to the importance of the spot, or his 
methods elsewhere. It can hardly be 
an otiose reminiscence of his own coast- 
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Κάμψα Σμίλα Αἴνεια" ἡ δὲ τουτέων χώρη Kpoocain ἔτι καὶ ἐς 
τότε καλέεται. ἀπὸ δὲ Αἰνείης, ἐς τὴν ἐτελεύτων καταλέγων 
τὰς πόλις, ἀπὸ ταύτης ἤδη ἐς αὐτόν τε τὸν Θερμαῖον κόλπον 
ἐγίνετο τῷ ναυτικῷ στρατῷ ὁ πλόος καὶ γῆν τὴν Μυηδονίην, 


12 Kaya Steph. B.: titt. (van Η.) || αἰνία a || καὶ om. a 
15 ὁ reddidit Schaefer 


πόλεις B 


ing vo , for he is not uainted at 
first hand with the Thermato gulf, or 
Chalkidike (cp. 1. 12 infra and c. 122 
supra). Is he the mere slave of the Log 
of one of the Halikarnassian vessels } 
Or does he simply parrot Hekataios ἢ 

Alwagos: Steph. B. sub v.: πόλις 
Opdxns* ‘Exaraios. rako-Phrygian or 
Makedonian name? Its supposed 
occurrence on the first quota-list (453 
B.C.), C.I.A. i, 226, is hardly acceptable : 
the name might as well be read Alca: or 
Διμναῖοι or what not. 

KepBpaa: an ἅπαξ dey. Is the 
termination the Thracian -bria? Cp. c. 


108, 

Alea: Stein’s bold emendation for 
λισαί in the codd. The name occurs on 
the quota-list for 437-6 Βιο., C.I.A. i. 248, 
with Γίγωνος, Σμίλλα, Βύσβικος, and 
some other oddities under the rubric 
πόλεις ἃς ol ἰδιῶται ἐνέγραψαν φόρον φέρειν 
(its quota obliterated). 

T'lyevos: cp. previous note, and 
Ἰ. 11 supra. The place is mentioned by 
Thuc. 1. 61. δ (two days, by slow 
marches, from Strepea). Steph. B. 
derives the name ἀπὸ 'l-ywros τοῦ Αἰθιόπων 
βασιλέως ὃς Διονύσῳ ἡττήθη. (But this 
defeat cannot be connected with the 
army of Xerxes !) 

12, Κάμψα: as a city-name an ἅπαξ 
Ney. The Καμψιανοί or Kapyarol of 
Strabo (291, 292), a German tribe, do 
not help us. κάμγα is a ‘ basket’ (vid. 
L. & S.), cp. κάναστρον, note to |. 2 
supra. 

Σμίλα appears on the inscription 
cited above as Σμίλλα and assessed at 
half a talent. Steph. B. sub υ.: πόλις 
Θράκης " Ἑκαταῖος Εὐρώπῃ μετὰ δὲ Σμίλα 
πόλις. Otherwise unknown. 

Atvaa: probably the most im- 
portant name inthislist. The Alvedra 
or Αἰνιᾶται (Hill, Sources) or Alvedrac 
(Kirchhoff, C.I.A. i. ; Steph. B. gives this 
and Alveeds and Alvetos as ἐθνικά) were 
good for 8 T. tribute to Athens (reduced 
in 425 B.c. to 1000 Dr.). Strabo (300, 
Jr. 21, 24) records its incorporation, 


14 


with about five-and-twenty other πολί- 
opara (including Therme), by Kassandros 
to form Thessalonikeia, or Thessalonike. 
Steph. B. sub v. gives Theon in Lyco- 
phronem as authority for the foundation 
by Aineias after the sack of Troy: this 
was already the tradition in the fifth 


century, if, as Head (H. WN. p. 189). 


observes, the oldest representation of a 
Trojan myth (sic) is a Euboic tetradrachm 
of Aineia, dated before 500 B.c. with an 
obverse representing ‘Aeneas carrying 
Anchises, preceded his wife Kreusa 
ane Ascanios,’ . 6. 58 sr 

m. Strabo (330, /r. 21) 
says that Kassandros founded Thessa- 
lonike καθελὼν τὰ ἐν τῇ Kpovol& πολί- 
σματα καὶ τὰ ἐν τῷ Θερμαίῳ κόλπῳ περὶ δξ 
καὶ εἴκοσι καὶ συνοικίσας εἰς ἕν. Thuc. 2. 79. 
4 speaks of the Athenians, at an engage- 
ment between Spartolos and Olynthos 
429 B.0., having τινας οὐ πολλοὺς πελταστὰς 
ἐκ τῆς Kpovoldos γῆς καλουμένης. Steph. 
B. sub v. Kpovols’ μοῖρα τῆς Μνγδονία:" 
Στράβων ἑβδόμῃ, Μνγδονικῆς Kpovoldos 
(the seventh Book is fragmentary) ; 
sub v. Kpbooca: πόλις πρὸς τῷ Π : 
Ἑκαταῖος ’Aoig: τὸ ἐθνικὸν Κροσσαῖος. It 
looks as if Hdt. had λάν. a slip in 
naming the district—further evidence 
that he is not writing from autopsy, 
whatever the date of ἔτι καὶ és τότε may 
be and whatever the point of the remark. 
(The word xpéoca: occurs 2. 125.) 

18. ἐς τὴν ἐτελεύτων καταλέγων rds 
πόλις, ‘the last named in the list of 
cities just given’: a curious reference 
back, over but one short sentence; a 
curious emphasis on the position of 
Aineia in the list, to be followed by the 
precise indication of the geographical 
position of Aineia at the very entrance 
of the Thermaian gulf, or bay, proper 
(αὐτὸν τὸν Θερμαῖον κόλπον). 

16. γῆν τὴν M . Thue. 2. 99. 
4 seems to apply the term to the whole 
region between the Axios and the 
Strymon (πέραν ᾿Αξιοῦ μέχρι Στρυμόνος 
τὴν Μνγδονίαν καλουμένην ᾿Ηδῶνας ἐξελά- 
σαντες νέμονται, but in c. 100 perhaps 
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καὶ πόλιν Θέρμην καὶ τὰς μεταξὺ πόλιας τούτων περιμένων 
βασιλέα ἐστρατοπεδεύετο, Ἐέρξης δὲ καὶ ὁ πεζὸς στρατὸς 





124 2 πόλις B || τουτέων codd.: τούτων Stein(!)2 


πεδεύοντο B 


3 ἐστρατο- 





Παιονίας παρὰ τὸν ᾿Αξιὸν ποταμὸν στενήν 
twa καθήκουσαν ἄνωθεν μέχρι Πέλλης 
καὶ θαλάσσης ἐκτήσαντο (sc. ᾿Αλέξανδρος 
ὁ Περδίκκου πατὴρ καὶ οἱ πρόγονοι αὐτοῦ). 
In 382 B.c. it is described by an orator 
from Akanthos as μεγίστη τῶν ἐν Maxe- 
δονίᾳ πόλεων (Xen. Hell. δ. 2. 18), though 
it is reduced by Demosthenes, de Cor. 
68, to a χωρίον ἄδοξον καὶ μικρόν before 
Philip’s birth (cp. Strabo 330, fr. 23). 
Livy 44. 46 gives a description of it as it 
appeared to the eyes of Aemilius Paulus 
in 168 B.c.: “Sita est in tumulo ver- 
gente in occidentem hibernum. Cingunt 
paludes inexsuperabilis altitudinisaestate 
et hieme, quas restagnantes faciunt amnes. 
Arx Phacus in ipsa palude, qua proxima 
urbi est, velut insula eminet, aggeri 
operis ingentis imposita, qui et murum 
sustineat et humore circumfusae paludis 
nihil laedatur. Muro urbis conjuncta 
procul videtur. Divisa est intermurali 
amni et eadem ponte juncta, ut nec, 
oppugnante externo, aditum ab ulla parte 
habeat neo, si quem ibi rex includat, 
ullum nisi per facillimaecustodiae pontem 
effugium.” The position was, of course, 
an inland one: ἀπὸ δὲ Λουδίου els Πέλλαν 
πόλιν ἀνάπλους στάδια ἑκατὸν εἴκοσιν 
(Strabo 330, fr. 22), i.e. a day's march. 
Hdt. here places it on the coast appar- 
ently, just as Pliny, V.H. 4. 10 (prob- 
ably following this passage) places 
Ichnae in ora—clear evidence that 
neither Pliny nor Hdt. was writing 
from autopsy. 

The name Grassberger (Orisnamen, p. 
163) interprets ‘ rock '᾿(πέτρα) ; Hesychius 
s.v. πέλλα - λίθος. 

124. 1. αὐτοῦ : local (Sitzler). Were 
the ships drawn up on land as at 
Doriskos ! Appereay (ἐστρατοπεδεύετο). 

3 


: καὶ ὁ πεῖὸς τὴ abe 
Hdt. apparently conceives the advance 
in three divisions, which he predicates 
for the stage from Doriskos to Akanthos, 
now abandoned, and the forces on land 
all advancing with the king on a single 
route. This conception 18 ἴῃ itself 
absurd, and it conflicts with the topo- 
graphical indications appended. e 
route is described as lying through 


Paionike and Krestonike to the river 
Cheidoros (and then apparently down 
the latter to its exit in the bay of 
Therme). Παιονική is presumably the 
country immediately west of the Strymon 
(cp. 5. 12-16). ἀν tbr is not ve 
clearly located in Hdt. (8. 116, 5. 8, δ), 
but is εἰ λεών next or near Paionia, 
and, as this passage would show, west of 
Paionia and on the Cheidoros. This 
agrees well enough with Thucyd. 2. 99. 
6 τόν τε ᾿Ανθεμοῦντα καὶ Γρηστωνίαν καὶ 
Βισαλτίαν, and 2. 100. 4 τήν re Μνγδονίαν 
καὶ Γρηστωνίαν καὶ ᾿Ανθεμοῦντα (op. also 
4. 109. 4 Βισαλτικὸν καὶ Κρηστωνικὸν 
καὶ ᾿Η δῶνε:) Hekataios had mentioned 
Κρηστῶνες in his Europe: Steph. B. s.v. 
Κρηστών. (Hdt. 1. 57, as emended, is 
not to the point. ) 

The X (or "Exel8wpos) is men- 
tioned by Skylax, /eripl. 66, as between 
the Axios and Therme, and by Ptolemy 
3. 13, 14 as between Thessalonike and 
the Axios ; it is therefore identified with 
the Gallike: Leake, N. Gr. iii. 439; 
Tozer, i. 886. 

The route thus indicated is entirely 
different from the route expreasly re- 
corded by Hdt. between the Strymon 
and Therme; or rather is confounded 
with it in his narrative. 

The route through Krestonike is prob- 
ably identical with the route from 
Lake Prasias over Mount Dysoros into 
Makedonia, described in 5. 17 (which 
may represent later knowledge than this 


). 

It is inconceivable that Xerxes, having 
reached Akanthos, cut inland to Lake 
Prasias, crossed Dysoros, and descended 
upon the Echeidoros; but it is more 
than probable that one of the army 
columns pursued this route from the 
Strymon to the Axios. 

erxes himself may have gone down 
to Akanthos to view the canal, and then 
returned to Argilos (cp. c. 115 supra) 
and crossed Chalkidike, with a 
darmé,, by the direct route via θ 
Boibe. 

The third corps may have gone by ἃ 
coast route from Akanthos via Sane, 
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τῶν τὰ κέρεα ὑπερμεγάθεα ἐστὶ τὰ ἐς “EdAnvas φοιτέοντα. 
οὖρος δὲ τοῖσι λέουσι ἐστὶ ὅ τε δι’ ᾿Αβδήρων ῥέων ποταμὸς 


Νέστος καὶ ὁ δι’ ᾿Ακαρνανίης ῥέων ᾿Αχελῴῷος" 


οὔτε γὰρ τὸ ς 


πρὸς τὴν ἠῶ τοῦ Νέστου οὐδαμόθε πάσης τῆς ἔμπροσθε 
Εὐρώπης ἴδοι τις ἂν λέοντα, οὔτε πρὸς ἑσπέρης τοῦ ᾿Αχελῴον 
ἐν τῇ ἐπιλοίπῳ ἠπείρῳ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ μεταξὺ τούτων τῶν 


ποταμῶν γίνονται. 


‘Os δὲ ἐς τὴν Θέρμην ἀπίκετο ὁ Ἐξέρξης, ἵδρυσε αὐτοῦ 127 
ἐπέσχε δὲ ὁ στρατὸς αὐτοῦ στρατοπεδευόμενος 


τὴν στρατιήν. 


τὴν παρὰ θάλασσαν χώρην τοσήνδε, ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ Θέρμης 
πόλιος καὶ τῆς Μυγδονίης μέχρι Λυδίεώ τε ποταμοῦ καὶ ᾿Αλιάκ.- 


126. 5 ῥέων om. B: 566]. van H. ||' ἀχελῶος B || οὔτε a: οὐδαμοῦ R: 


οὐδαμου οὔτε V(S) 
ἀπό <te> Kallenberg 


4. οὖρος δὲ τοῖσι λέουσι. Hadt.’s geo- 
phical limits for the lion are interest- 
ing. He does not of course deny the 
existence of the lion in Asia and Libya 
(4. 191). He is dealing here simply 
with the European lion, which he con- 
fines to the area between the Nestos and 
the Acheloos. How far south the lion 
wanders he does not clearly say, but he 
seems vaguely to think of the Nestos 
and the Acheloos, of Abdera and Akar- 
nania, as due E. and W. of each other, 
or, we might say, in the same parallel of 
latitude. Perhaps they were so repre- 
sented on the Ionian maps of Hekataios 
and Anaximandros (cp. 5. 49). The 
eastern term of Europe, beyond the 
Nestos, is here problematic. Hdt. can 
hardly be thinking of a Europe extend- 
ing indefinitely to the East, as in 4. 42 
(probably a later passage in in tg Nate 
Stein suggests the Pontos as the limit ; 
but why not the conventional limit of 
the Ionians, viz. the Tanais ? 
δι’ ᾿Αβδήρων (= διὰ τῆς: ᾿Αβδηριτῶν 
Pausan. 1...) does not contradict. c. 107 
supra, where the Nestos flows κατὰ 
ΓΑβδηρα. The city name may stand for 
the district, Stein cps. és Μίλητον 
ἐσέβαλε 1.15. Cp. 9. 17. 

6. τῆς ἕμπ Etpéwns indicates, 
as Rawlinson remarks, that ‘‘ this part 
of the work was written in Asia,” or 
taken from an Asianio source (Heka- 
taios)? The former inference would 
point to its early composition. 

7. ἴδοι τις ἂν λέοντα: it was long 
since Peloponnesian Tartarins had seen 
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127. 3 


live lions in their own Jand. Even the 
rt Aadorneeg lions and wild oxen may be 
‘Thracian.’ One need not sup from 
this formula, or phrase, that Hat. had 
been looking for lions, or had even been 
in sie ae Greece, before writing. 

127. 1. ὁ Ἐζέρξης : impressive article ; 
cp. c. 45 supra. 

: 88 in 4. 124, 208, of an 
army; otherwise rather a strong term for 
laagering. 

αὐτοῦ : locative ; cp. c. 124 supra. 

8. ἀπὸ ms: west of Therme. 
4. M 48: 0. 128 supra. 

A: : the Lydias (Karasmak, 
Leake, N. Gr. iii. 270), only here men- 
tioned by Hdt. Strabo, 330, Jr. 20, 
oe it from the lake by Pella (to 
which he gives the same name as 
the river), and connects it with the 
Axios, of which it is, as a matter of 
fact, now a ὙΠῸ ΕΥ̓, Skylax, Peripl. 
66, puts Aloros on the Lydias, which is 
distinct from the Haliakmon and from 
the Axios, and affords a waterway up to 
Pella. Ptolemy (8. 18. 14, 15) distin- 
guishes the éxBodal of the Axios, Lydias, 
and Haliakmon. The lower courses of 
these three rivers have doubtless altered 
from to age, but it seems probable 
that Hadt. is here in error in giving the 
Haliakmon and the Lydias one and the 
same outlet (ἐξ τὠυτὸ ῥέεθρον τὸ ὕδωρ 
sed aa Cp. also Eurip. Bacch. 

65 ff. 

*“Adtdxpovos: a considerable river, 
the modern Vistritza (Injé-karé-su, 
Turkish ; cp. Leake NV. Gr. i. 808). Its 
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δεν EOS Sarees αι eden, hom, $41, 
Strabo 330 
een Dion and 


2 Ai bee 


ever, forms a 1 
in making the 1 wus thes het between 
‘Bottiaiis' and ‘Makedonis,’ seems to 
eee Haliakmon 
ings ins, 

t surely to 


pears to imply 

Ἐο  ϑο an  aetantional con- 

ovly (γῆ), Hdt.'s usual term 

for the land ruled by Amyntas and 
Alexander. 

Under this contrast there lurks a 
problem and a self-contradiction. Hdt. 
and Thucydides both face the problem, 
and both succumb to the self-contra- 
diction, but with a difference, which is 
τ aoe seredit, The problem concerns 

ἐν eign: aud rise of the Makedonian 

monarchy; the inconsistency lies be- 
tween the location of the true Make- 
donians, inland, up country, away from 
the sea, and the Peloponnesian, i.e. 
transmarine origin of the reigning house. 
This problem, especially in regard to 
the gradual extension of Makedonian 
sway, Thucydides faces more deliberately 
than Hdt, and answers more systemati- 
cally, with this result, that he departs 
more completely than Hdt, from the 
historical order of events, and involves 
himself in an tan. Be 50] gy to 


ia that gece But eage 00, 
recourse s passage) to what 
δ ΚΕ phical sophism 
to ty πόντιον his histo i oP. Thuc. 2. 
99 and 8. 138 injra. t. and Thuc, 
agree (1) in acceptin the foundation 
legend Ἃ of the Makedonian monarchy, 
lwhich “anna the kings as Temenids 
from Pe esian Argos; (2) in ad- 
mitting that the habitat of the true 
Makedonians was farinland. But Hdt., 
notwithstanding the legend (1), traces 
the spread of the power of these 
adventurers from Lebaia, and the parts 
about Mount Bermios, within measure- 


able distance of Argos Orestikon, while 


ucydides, nokwithetaucdiiag the site 
τ “hae the conquest start from the 


canetn st rpansion : (i.) toot it.) 
Bottia ; (ii) between 
Υ a Paiot 
thy shh (iv.) es 
and Almopia ; (vi) 
Bisal and a la 
of the Makedonians ' 
Gon ti the Inet places tence τος 
Makedonian conquest! Such a process 
could hardly have resulted in the 
psig eb vides : ΘΝ, hong ὦ 
arc uc to a greater or 
less ει reversed the order of the 
Makedonian ave in the eT 
of the ae legend of the Royal 
House, while nowledging that 
true Makedonians, Lynkestai, catai, Elimiotad 
wild seen san hg be found far 
i e covers this inconsequence 
by the sophistical substitution of οἱ 
Μακεδόνες οὗτοι for his first subject, 
᾿Αλέξανδρος καὶ ol πρόγονοι αὐτοῦ, as the 
heroes of the conquest. Hat. recognizing 
the start of the supposed ‘Temenids 
. Lebaia has preserved the true per- 
— of Makedonian 
ugh that peepee? λ constitutes a 
fatal” bar to t llenizing legend of 
his Makedonian patrons, 8. 137-199. 
None cor ὑπαὶ in ae = ss 
coming perilously near the dean 
fallacy, plainly identifies Μακεβονίς ὁ» 
Makedonia proper with a district on the 
sea-coast ; in a word, Pieria tcp. co. 13], 
177 infra), surely the least ‘ Makedonian * 


of all the Makedonian lands; and thereby 


tends to disown admission (2) supra, in 
a ct pba of admission (1). ᾿ 
akesle enious idea, oe 
to which για κοι here is the la 
Seah by the fork of the rivers Lydias 
and Haliakmon (having therefore no 
part to the sea) and Bottia, or Βοττιαιές, 
the part outside the rivers, will hardly 
do in any case. If Hdt. had meant 
that MaxeSovls was inclosed by the two 
rivers, he would have said so, and the 
discovery of a ‘Makedonis’ on the sea 
coast is rendered a fatal necessity for 
lidt. by the Legend of the Makedonian 
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5 ἐς Θεσσαλίην 


HPOAOTOY 
εἶναι δι οὗ ῥέει ὁ Πηνειός, ἀκούων τε ταύτῃ εἶναι 


ὁδὸν 


φέρουσαν, ἐπεθύμησε πλώσας θεήσασθαι τὴν 


ἐκβολὴν τοῦ ἸΠηνειοῦ, ὅτε τὴν ἄνω ὁδὸν ἔμελλε ἐλᾶν διὰ 
Μακεδόνων τῶν κατύπερθε οἰκημένων ἔστε ἹΠερραιβοὺς παρὰ 


Γόννον πόλιν" 


ταύτῃ γὰρ ἀσφαλέστατον ἐπυνθάνετο εἶναι. 


7 grea: & red: ἐς BP: srg my tle κ᾽ ἔστ᾽ ἐπὶ 


Περραιβοὺς 1 Stein 


a την ἐπα the word αὐλών 


or pipe-like 

"(re or Len pe ean only be 

ete metaphorically to a narrow 

straits, or such-like, so αὐλὼν 

Μαιωτικός Aischyl. Pr. 731, πόντιοι 

αὐλῶνες Soph. Τὺ. 100. Hat, himself 

applies it toa built and covered aqueduct 

or ν gp 100, 127; and so here of 
narrow ravine, or 

Peneios makes its way to the 

nea a is from 5 to 6 miles long, and 

ot “πα wide enough for river 

road, For a tions cp, Le a 


worth’s Greece Ce Pies oo 296 [ 


4, ταύτῃ εἶναι ὁδὸν ἐς Θεσσαλίην 
φέρουσαν, ‘there was (is) a road there 
leading into Thessaly '—one, of several, 
here treated as a secondary one (for the 
raved Ὁ the ent), but hs τῶ 

resumably a of earlier 
somneaition} ecko aa the principal 
one. 


ἡνειοῦ : the exit, 


ἐκ 
or ax of the ake ἐκβολή (a word 
of many mean ing”) must here cover not 


and ὃ. τὴν ἐκβολὴν τοῦ the onl 


merely the mou “2 the whole gorge, 
or αὐλών ; cp. 9. 38 
6 ᾿ἄνω 


ὑδὸν . διὰ 


nizes the existence of a second pass into 
Thessaly, distinct from Tempe, and 
described as (a) leading from Upper 


Makedonia, (6) coming into Perrhai ia, 


(c) by the city of Gonnos, The deserip- 


licit terms (in c. 173 in 
and might have been transferred fre 


that passage (if of earlier composition). 


Neither the Perrhaiboi nor the city of 


Gonnos are precisely located by | dt, 
The Homeric Catalogue, B 748 ff, 
the folk, with the 'Ενιῆνες, περὶ Δωδώνην 
δυσχείμερον, and dug’ ἱμερτὸν Τιταρήσιον. 
(The Titaresios is the 
tributary of the Peneios, flowing down 


Gonni viginti milli 


tunum ρα λκα decursum.” 


‘om -Gonnos ΠῚ 
Βαϊ nothing 1 more. Such a path in fact 
there was; 6] 
could never 


places favour of a 


t northern 


8 Ὑουνὸν BA?: yeor's 


from Olymposand the Kambunian range.) 

Strabo 441, commenting on the passage, 

puts the Perrhaiboi on épewérepa χωρία 

7 τῷ Ὀλύμπῳ καὶ τοῖς but 
inrtaunAs them into Hestiaiotis Les 

μέρους τῆς ' 

This agrees | 


ἘΣ lip ftreating after his defeat 
ae halai προελθὼν els T'dvvous 
rs τὴν εἰσβολὴν τῶν Τεμπῶν, halted to 
collect fugitives, and afterwards pro- 
ceeded διὰ τῶν Τεμπῶν eis Μακεδονίαν, ib. 
Ἂν Υ Ls ae ‘oh ae is myers 
vy "'ntraque o 
Τα et Gonnus) i in μεῖναι sunt, Op. BS. 


‘Tempe adeunt, 


10. li (= Polyb. le.), ΟῚ 10. ii νὰ aint 

fancibus sal “he ny nc δὰ 
Ϊ ancibus saltua, empe appel- 
ἰρπῖνν situm.” 42, 67 67. ὃ “ante ipsa Tempe 
in faucibus situm Macedoniae claustra 
tutissima praebet et in Thessaliam oppor- 
Cp, 44. 
6. 10 (in the celebrated description of 
Tempe) “unum (praesidium) in primo 
aditu ad Gonnum erat.” It is quite 


obvious that Gonnos is itself a part of 
- Tempe, and not a separate pass. A path 
tion of this second pass appearsineven by which the gor 


ge toight be cireum- 


ra) vented may have led “ENA or down ta, 


ce Anopaia at Thermopylai), 


ὦν 179 infra. Xerxes 
ave rejected Tempe in 
pass by Gonnos, nor would 
such a route have led to or from ‘ Upper 


Makedonia. * ἨΔῈ, has fallen into a 


serious error and contradiction, over and 
above the absurdity: of supposing that 





HPOAOTOY 
ἠῶ ἔχοντα τό τε Πήλιον ὄρος καὶ ἡ 


αὐτῆς πρὸς “gto 


πρὸς μεσαμβρίην τε καὶ ἄνεμον νότον ἡ Ὄρθρυς" τὸ μέσον 
δὲ τούτων τῶν λεχθέντων ὀρέων ἡ Θεσσαλίη ἐστὶ ἐοῦσα 


κοίλη. 


ὥστε ὧν ποταμῶν ἐς αὐτὴν καὶ ἄλλων συχνῶν 


10 ἐσβαλλόντων, πέντε δὲ τῶν δοκίμων μάλιστα τῶνδε, Πηνειοῦ 
καὶ ᾿Απιδανοῦ καὶ ᾿Ονοχώνου καὶ Ἕνυπέος καὶ ἸΠαμίσου, of 


4 re om. a || ὅρος : οὖρος CPds : secl. van H. 
ὑπωρέας R: ὑπωρείας a: ἀπωρείας SV 


πυμπὸος Z 7 ἡ del. van H. 
ὀνοχώρου sy, Valla 


4. ἔχειν πρός, a Ἰοσδέϊνο or ΞΞΕΞΤΙ 


cal term, op. ἔχεσθαι, c. 108 supra, 

τὸ Πήλιον (known to Homer, Τὶ 
9. 757; Gd. 11, 315) lies south-east of 
Ossa, at a distance of about 40 miles, and 
rises to a height of eae ft. The bases 
or skirts ὑπωρέαι (cp. 9. 25) may be said 
to join, or mingle ( ν, ὁ, 127 
supra, of rivers), ie. there is no pass 
between them as between Olympos and 
Ossa, but of course there is a way over ; 
ep. Tozer, ii. 106 ff. While Ossa, Pelion: 
and “tip ἢ here all have the appropriate 
article, Olympos and Pindos, the two 
masculine mountains, are anarthrous:; 
c'est bien. distingue. 

"Ὄσσα: known to Homer ((d. 
i. 315). 

6. "Ὄλυμπος : in the Πίαϊ the earthly 
mountain ; in the Odyssey, above the 
heaven, Op. Munro, Odyssey, xii.-xxiv. 
p. 336. In Hdt, it has returned again 
to earth. 

Πίνδος : here the mountain as 
in 1, 56. In 8, 48 injra a city of Doris. 
This great range runs nearly north and 
south from 41° to 39° longit. Hat. per- 
haps restricts the mame to Thessaly. 
Strabo (or his peepee) extended th 1e 
name through Lokris ; Forbiger, iii. 


856 n., approves Mannert's idea that 
Strabo uses ἢ Πίνδος for the whole | 


tra 
gt 6 Πίνδος for the highest point. 
7. ἡ "Ὄθρυς : mentioned by Hesiod 
Theogon. 632. Though not again named 
Ψ Hdt. it was of course traversed by 
8 Persians bef ore reaching Thermopylai. 
Cp. es 196 infra 
τὸ μέσον Βὲ τ. τ. ἃ. dp. ἡ ᾿Θεσσαλίη 
ἐστὶ ἐοῦσα κοίλη, ‘the space between 
these said four mountain -ranges con- 


sgaly, and one of the princi 
Greece ; a marked feature 


_ Met. 1. 580 Apidanusque senex ; 
near Pharsalos by Thucyd, 4. 78. 5- 


δ ἀποκλήει 8 i 
6 ὁ ὄλυμπος Β, Holder : 
10 τῶν B 11 ὀνοχώνου aR - 


stitutes Thessaly, and ‘Thessaly is a 


‘the space points 


these said mountain-ranges constitutes a 

at hollow, and bears the name of 
σα gg “et With ior Oe ae 
σύνοικοι ἦσαν = 

ἢ va Frege webuds ins studs ἐστί, where 


τατον, Sows cat lols dara SoRaaa 
π ἥι κα ἐστι, 
Yeeros th. Saas τουτὶ τος of 
subject. Nowhere else is the duplication 
J th pera ae Lae as here. 
ith τ ὃν ἢ. a 1 14 
10. Ilqvaod: the Peneios, cow τὰ τὸς 
vrias, known to Homer (Ji. 2. 752) and 
Pindar (Pyth. 10. 56), and of course to the 
raphers, as the chief river of Thes- 
rivers of 
the hydro- 
graphy ‘of Thessaly being that the other 
rivers are all auxiliaries of the Peneios. 
Hdt. does not name the Titaresios among 
them (JZ. 2. 751) ; in fact he names only 
the streams dralsing the plain of Phar- 


in each case ἃ reason is su 


salos—a hint, perhaps, in regard to his 


wey 

. ᾿Απιδανοῦ : ep. Eurip. Hek, 451 
φϑιάδοι ἔνθα ἐτττ έτος ὑδάτων πατέρα | 
φασὶν ᾿Απιδανὸν γύας λιπαίνειν : inced 


The modern Prysia, strictly an affluent 


of the Enipeus, and itself reinforced by 
tributaries, among them oe the 


- Phoenix,” mentioned by Pliny 1.6. 


évov: mentioned again, ὁ. 


196 infra, as one of the rivers that 
bgt Ἧς 


‘identity, is. in dispute. Leake, followed 


gh mentioned by Pliny 
" ong t the rivers of Thessaly, its 
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20 λίμνην, οὔτε ὀνομάζεσθαι κατά περ viv ῥέειν τε οὐδὲν ἧσσον 
ἢ νῦν, ῥέοντας δὲ ποιέειν 'τὴν Θεσσαλίην πᾶσαν πέλαγος. 
αὐτοὶ μέν νυν Θεσσαλοί φασι ἸΠοσειδέωνα ποιῆσαι τὸν 
αὐλῶνα δι’ οὗ ῥέει ὁ Πηνειός, οἰκότα λέγοντες. ὅστις γὰρ 
νομίζει Ποσειδέωνα τὴν γῆν σείειν καὶ τὰ διεστεῶτα ὑπὸ 

25 σεισμοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ τούτου ἔργα εἷναι, κἂν ἐκεῖνο ἰδὼν gain 
Ποσειδέωνα ποιῆσαι' ἔστι yap σεισμοῦ ἔργον, ὡς ἐμοὶ 

180 φαίνεται εἶναι, ἡ διάστασις τῶν ὀρέων. οἱ δὲ κατηγεύμενοι, 


εἰρομένου Ἐξέρξεω εἰ ἔστι ἄλλη ἔξοδος ἐς θάλασσαν τῷ 


Πηνειῷ, ἐξεπιστάμενοι 


21 ἢ νῦν del. van H. 
ἐφαίνετο Β, Holder 


21, Θεσσαλίην πᾶσαν πέλαγος : 
the eh en or tradition of a time when 
‘all Thessaly was under water’ a 
to be scientifically acceptable, subject 
perhaps to some reservations or correc- 
tions, Hdt. treats ‘Thessaly’ as a 


single plain, or hollow basin, rimmed 


round with mountains, and filled — 
water, until the formation of the cut 
(Τέμπεα) drained the waters off. T : 
structure of Thessaly is not quite so 
i χω as that (ep. notes supra), and the 
ES the landscape is tai more 
complicated. That at τὰν date worth 
thin of, in an historical connexion, 
the whole of Thessaly was under water 
is hardly credible, but the eastern 
portion was liable to floods at all times, 
and the lakes there no doubt represent 
a diminished survival of the primitive 
condition. The myth of Deukalion ner 
Pyrrha may be located in Thessaly, 
is there specially associated with thie 
otis (Hdt. 1. 56), while the actual flood 
(6 neyr pret ἐπὶ Δευκαλίωνος κατακλυσμότ) 
Aristotle Meteor, 1. 14=3524 fixed 
at Boden on the Acheloos—perhaps in 
ocinaxion with his theory of the proper 
site of 7 
the flood, unfortunately, in any form 
now recoverable is late (Apollod. Biblioth. 
and Ovid), In the Πίαα (20. 478) one 
Deukalion is a Trojan, slain by Achilles 


another (18, 451) is a Kretan, son of 


Minos, and father of Idomeneus (cp. 
Od. 19. 180 f.). Had Hdt. been ac- 
ae with a story associating his 


essslian Deukalion with the flood, he 


would hardly have omitted all reference 
to it. 
22, αὐτοὶ μέν νυν Θεσσαλοί φασι : 


22 αὐτὸν Naber 


Ἑλλὰς ἡ ἀρχαία, The story of 


(Be 


ἀτρεκέως εἶπον “βασιλεῦ, ποταμῷ 


24 διεστῶτα B 27 


this formula cannot be taken to prove 
(a) an actual visit of Hdt.’s to Thessaly 
(for he might have discussed the matter 
with Thessalians elsewhere) ; nor (δ) an 
actual discussion with a Thessalian or 
Thessalians anywhere (for Hdt. might 
report ‘Thessalian' theories on the 
authority of non-Thessalian informants) ; 
nor even (c) an oral source at all (for the 
formula is applicable to written sources). 
Cp. Introduction, § 10. 

23. ὅστις yap. The ‘ Posidonian’ 
origin of the Tempe gorge refers it to 
seisinic action, Seism, or volcano, may 

rhaps have started the crack, but, as 
in other river gorges, however narrow 
and however high, the greater part of 
the result is, presumably, the work of 
erosion and of the river's action. 

26. ὡς ὶ φαίνεται εἶναι by no means 
asserts Hdt.'s autopsy, which is rather 

ted by ἐκεῖνο just before, 
ἐφαίνετο or ἐφάνη would have been more 
difficult to explain away, for which 
reason the change has been made in the 
inferior class of mss. Cp. App. Crit, 
What “appears to Hdt, to be” is 
obvious: τὰ διεστεῶτα ὑπὸ σεισμοῦ Φαί- 
νεται τοῦ θεοῦ τούτον ἔργα εἶναι. 

27. ἡ Bu us, ‘the standing a 
paration : ᾿φάραγγε: καὶ ὃ. αὐ σους μὰ 
ΟΔίοίδοτ. i = 3508. 36. Cp. διεστεῶτα 


“130. 1. οἱ + a 

Le sbidy τῆς ὁδοῦ δ. 128 supra; xarn- 
ra, in a different sense, 

«TAL: not a very wise 

qomtion seat the circumstances ! per- 

aps only asked for sake of the answer. 

The king, however, was accustomed to 

rivers with many’ mouths. 





129--180 TIOAYMNIA 


τούτῳ οὐκ ἔστι ἄλλη ἐξήλυσις ἐς θάλασσαν κατήκουσα, GAN 
ἥδε αὐτή" 
Ἐέρξην δὲ λέγεται εἰπεῖν πρὸς ταῦτα “ σοφοὶ ἄνδρες εἰσὶ 
@ecoarol. ταῦτ ἄρα πρὸ πολλοῦ ἐφυλάξαντο yvwot- 
μαχέοντες καὶ τἄλλα καὶ ὅτε χώρην ἄρα εἶχον εὐαίρετόν τε 
καὶ ταχυάλωτον. τὸν γὰρ ποταμὸν πρῆγμα ἂν ἦν μοῦνον 
ἐπεῖναι σφέων ἐπὶ τὴν χώρην, χώματε ἐκ τοῦ αὐλῶνος 
ἐκβιβάσαντα καὶ παρατρέψαντα δι’ ὧν νῦν ῥέει ῥεέθρων, 
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130. 5 αὐτή Abresch: αὕτη codd.: ἀλλ᾽ ἢ αὕτη Matthiae: ‘haud 


peius ἀλλ᾽ ἢ δὴ αὕτη᾽ Stein! 
ῥέεθρον 


 ἐφυλάσσοντο B 


11 ῥεέθρων ΟΡ: 





which might, perhaps, have suggested 
this criticism on Thessaly and its possi- 
bilities as a colossal reservoir; cp. ἀπο- 
κεκληιμένου δὲ τοῦ ὕδατος τῆς ἐξόδου τὸ 
πεδίον τὸ ἐντὸς τῶν ὁρέων πέλαγος γίνεται 
ἐνδιδόντος μὲν τοῦ ποταμοῦ, ἔχοντος δὲ 
οὐδαμῇ ἐξήλυσιν : the passage on Thessaly 
and this anecdote of the king belonging 
to the second or third draft of this 
book ; cp. Introduction, § 9. 

κατήκουσα: cp. és θάλασσαν κατῆκον 
of Mount Athos, o. 22 supra, and κατ- 
ἤκουσα of an ἀκτή, c. 83 supra. 

ἀλλ᾽ αὐτή, ‘‘nisi hic solus,’’ 
Baehr ; cp. αὐτά 5. 68, αὐτόν 5. 86. 

5. verar; ‘‘tanqauam mon- 
tium corona,” Baehr. 

6. λέγεται : by whom? (cp. λόγεται, 
c. 129 supra). Is this really a genuine 
anecdote (from Demaratos, or some of 
the Greeks in the king's train, or from 
αὐτοὶ Θεσσαλοί), or is it a facon de parler 
introducing a critique by Hdt. himself, 
suggested to him, rhaps, by the 
hydraulic works described in 3. 117 ? 

σοφοί, ‘no fools,’ 5. 23. 

7. ταῦτ᾽ ἄρα. . ταχνάλωτον : ἃ sen- 
tence not devoid of obscurity ; to what 
do ταῦτα and τἄλλα exactly and respec- 
tively refer? Stein takes rafra as 
equivalent to the sentence ὅτε χώρην 
dpa xri., viz. ‘‘ the natural disadvantages 
of theircountry, and τἄλλα, ‘‘my power.” 
Sitzler takes ταῦτα to cover καὶ τᾶλλα 
καὶ ὅτι xrd., meaning ‘‘on this account” 
(deshalb), τἄλλα καὶ ὅτι meaning ‘‘on all 
other grounds as also because . .” 

πρὸ πολλοῦ, sc. xpévov. The 
‘Thessalians’ as such had only declared 


for the king a short time before (c. 172 ff. 
infra); Hdt. has therefore to explain 
subsequently that the king fell on this 
occasion into the mistake of supposin 
that the Aleuadai had been speaking (c. 
supra) in the name of the Thessalians 
asa whole, But this inconsequence, by 
which a fact not recorded till o 172 
infra is yet necessary to the comprehen- 
sion of this passage, helps to mark this 
passage as a later insertion. The in- 
consequence would not be removed by 
understanding πρὸ πολλοῦ laa . 
γνωσιμαχέοντεξ is a disputable 

word. Stein takes it to mean ‘‘ coming 
to a better mind,” ‘‘ changing their mind 
for the better” (sich eines 
besinnend), and cps. 8. 25; 80 too 
Rawlinson, ‘‘to change their minds in 
time” ; and Schweighaeuser, “‘laudat eos 

uod mutassent sententiam et melius 
sibi consuluissent”’; others (e.g. L. ἃ S.), 
there and here, take it simply to mean 
‘submit,’ ‘give way.’ But in 8. 29 
infra it appears to have the sense of 
‘admit,’ ‘confess,’ ‘recognize,’ constructed 
with infin. It might therefore here go 
with what follows: γν. καὶ τᾶλλα καὶ ὅτι 
(that). ταῦτα in that case would go 
with ἐφυλάξαντο and refer not to ὅτι, nor 
to καὶ τᾶλλα καὶ ὅτι κτὰλ., but to what 
has gone before, οὐκ ἔστι ἄλλη ἐξήλυσις 
ἐς θάλασσαν, or if to what follows, then 
to what follows in the next sentence, 
τὸν γὰρ ποταμόν κτλ. 

9. ἂν ἣν μοῦνον, ‘one would 
merely have had to. . ᾿: πρῆγμα εἶναι 
(slightly different), c. 12 supra. 

10. ἐπεῖναι : cp. c. 176 tnfra, 9. 49. 
Aristoph. Frogs 188 τόθ᾽ εἶναι καὶ σὺ 
σαυτόν. 


ὄρεσι γὰρ περιεστεφάνωται. πᾶσα Θεσσαλέη." ς 
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ὥστε Θεσσαλίην πᾶσαν ἔξω τῶν ὀρέων ὑποβρυχέα Pr 
ταῦτα δὲ ἔχοντα ἔλεγε ἐς τοὺς ᾿Αλεύεω παῖδας, ὅτι πρῶτοι 
Ἑλλήνων ἐόντες Θεσσαλοὶ ἔδοσαν ἑωυτοὺς βασιλέι, δοκέων 
150 Ξέρξης ἀπὸ παντὸς σφεας τοῦ ἔθνεος ἐπαγγέλλεσθαι φιλίην. 
εἴπας δὲ ταῦτα καὶ θεησάμενος ἀπέπλεε ἐς τὴν Θέρμην. 

Ὃ μὲν δὴ περὶ Πιερίην διέτριβε ἡμέρας συχνάς" τὸ 
γὰρ δὴ ὄρος τὸ Μακεδονικὸν ἔκειρε τῆς στρατιῆς τριτημορΐς, 


ἵνα ταύτη διεξίη ἅπασα ἡ στρατιὴ ἐς Περραιβούς. 


οἱ δὲ δὴ 


κήρυκες οἱ ἀποπεμφθέντες ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα ἐπὶ γῆς αἴτησιν 


182 ἀπίκατο οἱ μὲν κεινοί, οἱ δὲ φέροντες γῆν τε καὶ ὕδωρ. τῶν 


12 ἔσω Schaefer || ὑπόβρυχα 8, Holder, van H. : ὑποβ ρύχια Kallen 


14 ὄντες «Βλλήνων B 15 6 


berg 
Ξέρξης del. van H. || ὑπὸ B, Holder 


131. 3 διεξίῃ 8: διεξηι a || πᾶσα B || δὴ om. a 


12. ἕξω is not locative but exceptional ; 
cp., however, App, Crit. 


ὑποβρυχέα: ὑποβρυχής, an Hapax- 
legomenon., & 8. do not recognize 


this formatall. Abicht reads ὑπόβρυχα, 
and understands it as adverbial neut, 


from ὑπύβρυχοτ, as in Homer. 
Gp. 
οντα 


(So too 
L. &8., 
18. 
ce. 148, 


τοὺς ᾿Αλεύεω παῖδας O supra, 
9. 58, 5. 48, Rather epic A Pilg ale 
graphic style. 
15. ἀπό, ‘on behalf of . ." 
ἐπαγγέλλεσθαι, c. 1 supre. 
131. 1. Π : ep. ὁ. 177 infra. 
It seems hen “4 equal Maxedovls (or 
nearly), α. 127 supra, the country from 
which the Πίερες (c. 112 swpra) had been 
expelled. Methone, Pydna, Dion were 
the principal towns (Forbiger, iii. ge 
It seems odd that the king should be 
diya his time in Pieria (under 
) when he has just sailed back 


App. Crit. 
: he ‘referring to’; op. 


rme. The inconsequence, or 
histua { is fresh evidence that cc. 128-80 ! 


are an insertion. 


διέτριβε ἡμέρας : th 
= Sng ει @ occu Ee i ἧς » 


—Thermopylai, ¢. 177 infra. 
τὸ... ἘΣ τὸ Μακιδονικόν: 

rather va, 

cover all t 

though that is hardly ithe 


the mountains further up the Haliakmon 
— the co κου τᾷ | ¢ 
$ : the: si 


ὌΝ of this" thi ird* Hdt. him “Uf does 


who gave." 
does not profess to be complete. It does 
not, for example, contain the ‘ Argives," 


Rate 
mountain proper (Bermios! 8. 138, or 
susceptibility of time and 


not appear to apprecinte, but incidentally 
he enables us to do so; cp. 6, 121 supra, 
It is quite absurd to suppose that the 
whole army (ἅπασα ἡ otparif) crossed 
into Thessaly by one ly if 
it was an army counted 5, 
it is uncritical to cite this statemoests as 
proving that the army must have been 
rm one, or that only one column 
netrated Thessaly and Central Greece. 
If the tripartition of the forees obtained 
throughout, as is probable, the three 
columns Sota ono by the hats 
main passes (cp. ὁ, 1 supra) w 
would all equally lead ἐς Περραιβούς 
(ibid.), and particularly the Petra and 


Volustana. 
3. of δὲ : cp. ὁ, 82 supra. 


ἀπίκατο : the nhaperieot has little 


temporal force, kevol: Stein hap 
quotes Π, 2, 298 αἰσχρὸν τοι = 
μένειν κενεὸν Te νέεσθαι. 
132. 1. τῶν δὲ δόντων, ‘of those 
The list which follows, then, 


nor ‘the * Delphians,’ though the tribes 
it does contain are all members of the 
Amphiktyonic L the twelve = 
stituents of which, excepting 


‘ ‘Dorians, Tonians, and Phokians (whe 
@ finally ; medized), are all in this list here. 
Nor is it clear how Hdt. came by these 


names. Was there a complete list of 
‘traitors’ from which he made a 
selection, with due regard to the 
place? Or 
did he draw 1 up this list himself, as an 
inference from the story of the campaign ? 
Or is sit a list. of those tribes against 
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δὲ δόντων ταῦτα ἐγένοντο olde, Θεσσαλοὶ Δόλοπες ᾿Ἐνεῆνες 
Περραιβοὲ Λοκροὶ Μάγνητες Μηλιέες, ‘Ayatol οἱ Φθιῶται 





182. 2 διδόντων d || ἐγένετο B || αἰνιῆνες B 


whom the vow of vengeance was after- 
wards declared by the patriotic Greeks 
(ἐπὶ τούτοισι of “EXAnves ἔταμον Spxiov) 
and whose names were officially specified 
at the time? Or was there a list of 
tribes against which the ‘ Amphiktyons’ 
issued a bill of rs and penalties after 
the war! (cp. Plutarch, Themist. 20). 
The tense and the order of the narra- 
tive suggests that these surrenders 
were announced by the heralds to Xerxes 
in Pieria. This implication can hardly 
be correct for all the tribes, notably for 
the Thebans, who can scarcely have 
openly medized before Thermopylai. 

iodoros 11. 3 professes to know that the 
Ainianes, Dolopes, Malians, Perrhaiboi, 
and Magnetes had joined the ‘barbarians’ 
before the abandonment of Tempe by 
the Greeks, while the Achaians, Lokrians, 
Thessalians, Boiotians, ‘inclined to’ the 
‘barbarians’ after its abandonment. 
On the date of the patriotic oath see 
beluw. The chronology here as a whole 
is far from clear or consistent. The 
passage seems to belong to the insertions 
at second or third hand ; cp. Introduction, 
§ 10. The actual list of medizers given 
makes it improbable that the heralds 
despatched ἐπὶ γῆς αἴτησιν had been sent 
forth from Sardes. If sent at all, they 
had perhaps only been sent forward from 
Therme ; cp. c. 82 supra. 

2. Θεσσαλοί: not here of all the 
inhabitants of Thessaly, nor in the 
Official sense of τὸ κοινὸν τῶν Θεσσαλῶν 
(which might include some of the other 
names mentioned), butofthe‘Thessalians’ 
in the stricter sense ; cp. c. 176 infra. 

όλοπεξ reappear c. 185 in/ra, 
with Perrhaiboi, Enianes, Magnetes, and 
Achaians, as furnishing contingents to 
the infantry ; but are not otherwise defin- 
itely placed by Hdt. In the J/iad 9. 484 
they are located ἐσχατιὴν Φθίης. (Δόλοψ 
appears among ἡγεμόνας Δαναῶν slain by 
ektor 11. 302, and another Addoy on 
the Trojan side, 15. 525 ff.) Thucyd. 
1. 98. 2 places Δόλοπες in Skyros; in 
2. 102. 2 Δολοπία appears to be on the 
upper course of the Acheloos, and under 
Pindos; in 5. 51, 1 they are associated 
with Αἰνιᾶνες, Μηλιῆς, Θεσσαλοί (just as 
in this passage, cp. c. 185 infra). 
*Evefves (Ion. for Αἰνιᾶνες) in the 


3 μάγητες B 


Homeric Catalogue (B 749) associated 
with the Ilepa:Bol (cp. c. 185 infra), and 
more definitely located upon the upper 
prs aon c. 198 infra. ; 
3. : op. o. 128 supra. 
γάμοι The geographical order 
of the list is here disturbed, and also its 
merely ethnical character modified. The 
folks hitherto named are all north of 
Othrys, but the same observation holds 
of the Magnetes and Achaians to come. 
The Lokrians may also signify a more 
distinct political, or military, union than 
the other peoples named. Thusc. 203 
Λοκροὶ ol 'Οπούντιοι appear on the national 
side, πανστρατιῇ, and in c. 207 resolved 
on resistance, while in 8. 1 they furnish 
8 contingent to the Greek fleet at 
Artemision. Hdt. does not distinguish 
‘Epiknemidian’ from ‘Opantian’ Lokri- 
ans (any more than Thucydides) ; but he 
once mentions the Ozolai (8. $2 infra). 
It appears, therefore, that where he 
speaks of Lokroi simply, he lumps the 
Opuntian and Epiknemidian Lokrians 
(c. 216 infra, 8. 66, 9. 31). They 
must here be in view, and obviously 
they did not ‘medize’ until after 
Thermopylai (cp. 8. 66). ‘ Lokris’as so 
conesivad (the term is not used by Hdt.) 
succeeds ‘ Malis’ and begins at Alpenoi ; 
cp. c. 216 in 
": Μά a takes us back to 
Thessaly, in the general sense. Μαγνησίη 
χώρη is located co. 176, 188, 188, 198, 
as the strip of coast under Ossa and 
Pelion (from phar to Cape Sepias) ; ot 
fl, 2. 756 f. (Only in 1. 161, 8. 90, 
122, 125 does Hdt. happen to mention 
Magnesia and πὸ ty in Asia.) 
ἹΜηλιέε:. eir territory (Μηλὶς: 
vi) is nicely located in c. 198 infra 
(between Achaia and Lokroi), as generally 
by the story of Thermopylai; cp. also 4. 
88. They only joined the king’s army 
after Thermopylai 8. 66. Thuc. 3. 92. 
2 divides the Μηλιῆς into three parts, 
Παράλιοι "I pes Τραχίνιοι. 
ἀνε ταὶ οἱ Φθιῶται, ‘the Achaians 
of Phthia,’ no doubt to distinguish them 
from the Achaians in Peloponnese (cp. ὁ. 
94 supra); their territory located co. 
178, 196-198 infra, cp. 1. 56; they, if 
any, should be Hellenes of the Hellenes, 
Homer passim. 
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καὶ Θηβαῖοι καὶ of ἄλλοι Βοιωτοὶ πλὴν Θεσπιέων τε καὶ 
ς Πλαταιέων. ἐπὶ τούτοισι οἱ Ἕλληνες ἔταμον ὅρκιον of τῷ 


βαρβάρῳ πόλεμον ἀειράμενοι" τὸ δὲ ὅρκιον ὧδε εἶχε, ὅσοι 


4 πλὴν a: τῶν R: Υ 


6 ΕΣ τα ΟΡά: αἰράμενοι aS: 


ἀράμενοι R: εὑράμενοι V ;: miu Naber appr. van H. 


krA.: op. 8. 66, from 


aa from the story of Thermopylai, 
it isc 
* mediz 


* that Thebes and Boiotia. only 
* after the abandonment of 


The phrase τάμνειν pxiow (ὅρκια) is 
Bivssele’ Tl, ἃ. 124 ὅρκια πιστὰ ταμόντες, 
etc. ὅρκιον is best taken as an adjective, 
to which le ἣν» ae a word) ὙΠ ste 
sup es te Np tiger Sat the 
sania Nigra ings the act "201, and 
agreement ; op. 9. nfra, 4. an 
especially 4, ro (where τἀμνομένων 
middle). The words might imply that 
the names previously specified w 
actually documented in the sworn sa 
ment. The terms of the oath which 
follow are more general, and do not 
quite bear out this impression, The 
exact date of the drafting of this oath is 
also open to discussion. Even if the 
list a ve given were official, mot 
historical, the covenant might be of one 
date, the black list of another. Stein 
argues that the tense ἔδοσαν in the 
forroula itself implies that the ἘΣ was 
re ve, not 1 tive (Soo ἂν 
Sooty bet t the thee a might here be 
accountable for a che of tense, and 
the terms of the mn are in oratio 
oblique, and not exactly quoted. Hdt. 


does not clearly mark either time or 


place of the oath, but the earliest 


occasion on which such a solemnity 


could have taken lace was at the meet- 
ing of the πρόβουλοι at the Isthmos. ἫΝ 
481 B.c., ep, α. 145 infra, where Diodoros 


federate Greeks ( 


convincing authority for the stand and 


time, 


res the Lakedaimonians. Diodor 
29 repeats this oath, locates it a 
Isthmos on the way to Pla 
omits the tithing clause ! 

Suidas (sub νυ, pager gi 
indication of place or time pt 
words εἰ νικήσειαν). Rawlinson (ad 1}, 
whose note is not free from in 
seems to think the story of the oath 
grew up in consequence of the - 
ments inflicted by the Am 
τὰς τε ὑμεσορτονν 213 infra). But 
the oath is uired to justify 
the Council in’ mackie? : and what fo 
did the Council Mn See further, 
Aeeee III. | 


one of Hat. 's many titles for 

c. 148), implies the 
formation of the Alliance. The story is 
plainly ‘ proleptic,’ and is somewhat out 
of place ies It belongs to a which 
composite — (ce. 128-87 

was inserted, perhaps not all at 

date, into the previous draft of the: bere, 


the words 


; Cp. Introduction, 8 9, 


δὲ ὅρκιον ὧδε hae 
of the solemn vow of ven 


(i.e. Ephoros) seems to place it, 11. 3 - in orat. obi, (ὅσοι... θεῷ). 


(th 

Morne) ). 
could 
would be on the field of Plataia. 


¢. Leokrat. 80, before the 
article in a more general Ty (ταύτην 


πίστιν ἔδοσαν abrois & Πλαταιαῖς, πάντεε ἄρον 


after relating the evacuation of | Teg 
The latest date at which it subs equent act, distinct from the original 

be supposed to have taken place ο or general agreements of the Confeder- 

ΤΕ i= ates, a er 

placed there and then * ig we easily mistaken. 

ttle, as ΩΝ 


this agreement as ἃ. 


int on which, of course, he er 
Diodoros, 11. 

ὃ, eee the terms as a weolation 
Lhe οἵ the Synedrion: τοὺς μὲν 
ὧν. Boose Age age τὰ ἘΝ 
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133. Ἐς δὲ ᾿Αθήνας καὶ Σπάρτην οὐκ ἀπέπεμψε Ἐέρξης ἐπὶ 


vir 


γῆς αἴτησιν κήρυκας τῶνδε εἵνεκα" πρότερον Δαρείου πέμψαντος 


ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸ τοῦτο, of μὲν αὐτῶν τοὺς αἰτέοντας ἐς 


. oe 


of δ᾽ ἐς φρέαρ ἐμβαλόντες ἐκέλευον γῆν τε a 


βασιλέα. 


ς τούτων φέρειν παρὰ 


ὕδωρ ἐκ 
τούτων μὲν εἵνεκα οὐκ deg 


Ξέρξης τοὺς arepTOrter- ὅ τι δὲ τοῖσι ᾿Αθηναίοισι ταῦτα 


133. 1 ἐέρξης SV, Valla, ap. σαί. : πέρσης (ὁ Πέ 
3 αὐτέων a 
6 τοῖσι om. a 


2 κήρυκας om. S; 
ἐσβαλόντες a, Holder || τε om. B 


whether before or after the battle. In 


connexion with this covenant was under- 
taken the siege of Thebes (which lived 
on in men’s minds as ~ αὖ ful- 
pate pe ae eo ell. 6. 8. 
20, 6. δ. 35 tyr = also +e 
campaign against 8 ians, the 
disastrous conclusion of which (6. 72) 
helped no doubt to stay further attempts 

to fulfil the vow, to which perhaps τσ κῶν ἐπ : 
sition on political grounds was 

, Themist. 20. 


cp. 6. 48, where, however, not a word is 
reported ‘of the outrage on the Persian 
heealda, much 1688 of the wrath of Tal- 
thybios, The whole story (ce, 133-7) 
must be an addition, and, at least the 
end of it, one of the latest from the 
author's hand ; op. notes in/ra to c. 137, 
and Introduction, § 9. 

It is remarkable that in 6. 48 nothing 
is said even of heralds having been sent 
to Athens, or to Sparta. It is possible 
that heralds were sent to Sparta by 
Dareios; as to their treatment ep. my 
notes to l.c. But were any heralds ever 
— τ oe to prey etic 

1) Artaphrenes (son of Hystaspes) 
hed Seniandat earth and water of 
Athenian ambassadors in Sardes, c. 509° 
.0., 5. 73; and (2) again—if the story 


be not a doublette—the Athenians having ᾿ 


sent ambassadors to Sardes warning 
Artaphrenes to give no heed to Hippias, 
Artaphrenes hac ‘demanded the tyra 
restoration, 5. 96. After that (3) 
Athenians had declared war (!) against 
the Persians, ibid., and (4) went to Sardes, — 
in 498 n.c., and burnt it. (δ) This act 
greatly angered the Persians, 5 102, and 
areios, 
This story, and indeed — 


“wets 5. 105. 

hole sequence of events, is inconsis- Se, 
tent with the notion that Dareios, in ἃ 

492 ».c., afterwards despatched heralds ἢ sup P 


*fortasse recte" Kallenberg 


o took a solemn vow of ven- | 


4 


to Athens, of whom moreover ( nae 
is said in 6. 48. Further, μὰν, 2 
inconsistent with the 

of Mardonios in 492 B.C., A 44, ΔΝ ᾿ ἔγαμα- 
(8) if Dareios sent heralds to Athens, 
levying a fleet? 6. 48. Lastly, (0) the 
evying a fleet? 6, 48. » (9 
occurrence of the record here, 5 of 
in 6. 48, ‘5. vary ΝΣ be Mo: 
historical’ character, showing, as it does, 
that (@) when Hat. wrote 6. 48, either he 
did not know this story about ' 

Persian heralds into the Barathron in 
491 n.c., or he had already inserted it, 
or the major part of it, in this agree or 
he preferred, for some reason, to 

it reste (b) ‘the story is a rider on os 
Wrath of Talthybios. Itis ble that 
we should never have heard of Persian 
heralds thrown into the Barathron in 
491 n.c. but that S heralds were 
pat to death in Athens in 480 Β.σ, We 
must, therefore, conclude that no Persian 
heralds were ever sent to Athens by 
Dareios, much less thrown into the 
Barathron. 

Why, then, was such a crime fathered 
on the gts Pree had been 
sent to Sparta ey perha 
been bend treated, σὰς 
even slain (thoug at seems ikely} ; 
but the Spartans certainly had some- 
thing on their conscience in this matter, 
or we should hardly havejhad the story 
of the Wrath of Talthybios, It was 


πὲ Β᾽ ᾿ desired, then, to tar Athens with the 
“the ᾿ same brush. The rough jest has quite @ 


laconic Ting in it! But erities should 
ποῖ swallow so easily the notion that 
heralds had been sent to Athens and 
thrown into the Barathron, if they would 
“have us 15. believe that Persian heralds at 
iam had been thrown into a well. 
6. ὅ τι δὲ τοῖσι "AG. συνήνεικε 
Tov Pausanias (3. 12, 


roy P othe 
ies E dt.'s omission, and explains 
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ποιήσασι τοὺς κήρυκας συνήνεικε ἀνεθέλητον γενέσθαι, οὐκ 
ἔχω εἶπαι {τ|}, πλὴν ὅτι σφέων ἡ χώρη καὶ ἡ πόλις ἐδηιώθη. 


ἀλλὰ τοῦτο οὐ διὰ ταύτην τὴν αἰτίην δοκέω γενέσθαι. 
μῆνις κατέσκηψε Ταλθυβίου 
ἐν γὰρ Σπάρτῃ ἐστὶ Ταλθυβίον ἱρόν, 


δὲ ὧν Λακεδαιμονίοισι 
᾿Αγαμέμνονος κήρυκος. 


τοῦ 


εἰσὶ δὲ καὶ ἀπόγονοι Ταλθυβίον Ταλθυβιάδαι καλεόμενοι, 
τοῖσι αἱ κηρυκηίαι αἱ ἐκ Σπάρτης πᾶσαι γέρας δέδονται. ς 


\ A 
peta δὴ ταῦτα τοῖσι 


8 εἶπαί τι Stein! 3: τι om. B || «τε: van H. 
δ δίδονται B 


van H. || Ταλθυβίου om. a 


that in the case of Athens the vengeance 
fell on Miltiades, author of the proposal. 
Was this an original hypothesis on the 
part of Pausanias, or had Miltiades been 
already made the scapegoat in 430 B.c. ? 
Hdt. has another crime to punish Mil- 
tiades for, cp. 6. 185, and could not have 
endorsed it. Hdt. will not see the 
τίσις or δίκη in the case of Athens in the 
destruction of the city and the devasta- 
tion of the country, perhaps for two 
reasons: (i.)a want of congruity between 
the supposed offence and the punish- 
ment ; (li.) the congruity of those suffer- 
ings with the crime at Sardes, though he 
does not actually or expressly relate the 
two together (but cp. 5. 102). 

7. ἀνεθέλητον : cp. c. 88 supra. 

9. αἰτίην might be translated ‘cause,’ 
or ‘reason,’ but has not at all the full 
force of αἴτιον, c. 125 supra. 

184. 1. τοῖσι δὲ ὧν A. For the force 
of the particles cp. Madvig, § 266. 

2. μῆνις κατέσκηψε TadOvBlov: the 
manifestation of ‘the wrath’ appears to 
have been that all sacrifices proved un- 
favourable ; but Hdt. does not say how 
it was known to be the wrath of Talthy- 
bios. If the existence of the wrath, and 
the occurrence of prior manifestations, 
are anything more than inferences from 
the fate of the Spartans in 480 B.c. (c. 
127 infra), it may be that something 
untoward occurred in the temple of 
Talthybios in Sparta, or, as Stein 
suggests, that Delphi interpreted a sign. 
Hit. indeed seems to discriminate the 
first manifestation from the unfavourable 
sacrifices (μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα) ; but this ma 
be simply stylistic inconsequence. It 
is, however, remarkable that a long 
while elapses (χρόνον συχνόν) between 
the unfavourable sign and the first 
attempt at reparation. What the exact 


Σπαρτιήτῃσι καλλιερῆσαι θνομένοισι οὐκ 


184. 2 ἐγκατέσκηψε 
6 ταῦτα secl. van H. 


date of the latter, and what the interval 
between the ΠΝ ὰν δ and the first sign of 
wrath, are points left uncertain. 

8. Tad@vBlov ἱρόν : Pausan. 8. 12. 6 
apparently mentions this temple (TaA- 
θυβίον μνῆμα) near the ‘ Hellenion’ (cp. 
p. 196a infra). It affords a clear instance 
of hero- and ancestor-worship, and of 
the adoption, or tolerance, by ‘ Dorian’ 
Sparta, of the prae-Dorian cults and 
traditions ; cp. c. 159 infra. Hdt. may 
or may not have seen this Heroon ; but 
the end of the ments must date after 
his visit to Sparta. 

4. Tad@vBiddar . . τοῖσι al κηρνκηίαι 
κτλ. Doubtless in Sparta there were 
many families of prae-Dorian extraction 
enjoying full privileges (so too the 
Αἰγεῖδαι, 4. 149), the Royal Houses 
themselves, or the elder one (cp. 5. 72). 
It is curious that Hdt. when describin 
the hereditary heraldry of Sparta (6. 60 
has not given the name of the clan. 
(6. 59 f. looks like an addition, but 
perhaps when Hdt. made it he was not 
acquainted with the clan names. ) 

5. δέδονται : from δέδομαι an anomal- 
ous perf. pass. in general use. For the 
use of the tense in this connexion cp. 
6. 56 γέρεα. . δεδώκασι. 

6. μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα : the ταῦτα is vague, 
and hardly requires us to distinguish the 
dies trae (μῆνις xaréoxnye) from the un- 
favourable sign (καλλιερῆσαι οὐκ ἐδύνατο), 
yet the stylistic inconsequence, like the 
inarticulate chronology, marks the 
desperate straits of the story-teller. It 
may be that we have here some dim 
adumbration of the troubles in 8 
after the battle of Marathon (cp. 6. 74, 
75, and es gear III. § 3), which Hdt. 
there records, without reference to ‘the 
wrath of Talthybios." The construction 


καλλιερῆσαι θνομένοισι οὐκ ἐδύνατο is 
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ἐδύνατο: τοῦτο & ἐπὶ χρόνον συχνὸν ἣν σφι 
ἀχθομένων δὲ καὶ συμφορῇ χρεωμένων Λακεδαιμονίων, ἁλίης 
τε πολλάκις συλλεγομένης καὶ κήρυγμα τοιόνδε ποιευμένων, 


10 εἴ τις βούλοιτο Λακεδαιμονίων πρὸ τῆς Σ 


ἀποθνήσκειν, 


Σπερθίης τε ὁ ᾿Ανηρίστου καὶ — ὁ Νικόλεω, ἄνδρες 


Σπαρτιῆται φύσι τε γεγονότες εὖ 


καὶ χρήμασι ἀνήκοντες ἐς 


τὰ πρῶτα, ἐθελονταὶ ὑπέδυσαν ποινὴν τεῖσαει Ἐέρξῃ τῶν 


Δαρείου κηρύκων τῶν ἐν Σπάρτῃ ἀπολομένων. 
135 tat τούτους ὡς ἀποθανευμένους ἐς are wiphish ni are 


οὕτω Σπαρτιῆ- 


ἐδύνατο: ἐγίνετο. abasean van H. || & om. B | βένίτε... 


Stein® 8 δὲ: «δέ <te> van H. 


observable ; καλλιρέειν is used (a) of the 
person sacrificing : Xenoph. Ayrop. 6. 4. 
12 ὡς δ᾽ egies Sg ι μὲν ὁ Κῦρος «rh, 
Also in the middle voice, cp, c, 118 
supra ; and though Hdt. does notuse the 
active with a personal subject, he uses 
the passive with neuter subject 9. 19 
infra, (δὴ) Hdt., however, uses the 
active with the neuter subject, expressed 
or understood, as in 9. 19 καλλιερησάντων 
τῶν ἱρῶν, 9. 88 οὐκ ἑκαλλιέρεε τοῖσι 
Ilé ὥστε μάχεσθαι (cp. 6. 76), It 
will, therefore, be best to take καὶ- 
λιερῆσαι here as in neuter construction, 
and supply τὰ (pa with οὐκ ἐδύνατο, 

exe 61 τῶν σφαγίων οὐ γινομένων (sc. 


wand 

8. συμφορῇ χρεωμένων : cp, συμφορὴν 
ποιέεσθαι ce. 117, 118 supre calaméitatis 
loco aliquid habere, Baehr). 

Aax v: Hdt. does not in 
this appear to intend any marked 
distinction between A. and Σπαρτιῆται, 
yet perhaps =r. above might refer to 

partan citizens, even in their individual 


12 φύσι Stein: φύσει 13 


in 128) (5. 79), and even in Persia 
(1. 1 
cee! py eat aciybind, Te 
have been cried by a Talt 
implies that the cause of the 
been ascertained, and invites a Yoni νι 

10. πρό, ‘on behalf of’; ep. 9. 
and also, not ΩΣ without some local 
force, 8. 74, 8. 4 

11. Saepbins red ‘Av. καὶ Βοῦλις ὁ N,; 
names alternate in houses from father to 
son at Sparta as at Athens to a certain 
extent; cp. 3. 55; not, however, in the 
Royal uses, for obvious reasons. 
These men we 
story shows. Whether there were - 
chief heralds (corresponding to the 
kings) we cannot say, aid looks 
improbable. The escription 
reve [φύσι gehen εὖ 

covres ἐξ τὰ πρῶτα 18 
nized distinctions of birth beth and, 
even at Sparta. As the twain - 
to ‘ Xerxes,’ this first act of 


falls ex hypothesi at the earliest ito the 


= city, while A. as usual may connote year 485 Bo, and may well fall a 


cial or corporate action, Cp. ἄνδρε: 
Leigritives just belo 


lower again = Λακεδαιμέφιοι. 


ow, but Σπαρτιῆται ᾿ Βιιβα, as 


or two later, even if the heralds went to 
in the next oc. (If the 
story is but a ‘duplicate of the mission of 


ἁλίης : an official word for lo the ἐπίσκοποι, cc, 146 f. infra, the date 


Assembly in some Dorian states, e 
Korkyra (ep. C..G. 1841 ff.), but not a: 
Sparta. As Hdt. has not used the Ionic 
term (ἀγορά) nor the Attic term (ἐ- 
κλησία), it is curions that he has not 
used the technical ‘Spartan, term ἀπέλλα, 
(cp. Plutarch, Lyk. 6, Hesych. sub v.), 
But Hdt. uses this word (ἁλίη, ἁλία) ὁ 
elsewhere of meetings in Miletos. 53 (5. 29), 


would be the winter of 481-80 n.c. Cp. 
notesad/.) 
16. és Μήδους: 
sion for Hat., 


xpres- 
; generally more 
ξλω τοῦ in his Asiatic termini; perha 
lificant here of his source, Hat. 
‘none well that Susa is not in Media, 
but the ) phrase here has a political rather 
than a strict / geographical significance, 





118 HPOAOTOY vir 
te καὶ τὰ ἐμὰ πρήγματα ἀποβλέποντες. οὕτω δὲ καὶ ὑμεῖς 
τὸ εἰ δοίητε ὑμέας αὐτοὺς βασιλέι, δεδόξωσθε eget αὐτοῦ 
ἄνδρες εἶναι ἀγαθοί, ἕκαστος ἂν ὑμέων ἄρχοι γῆς Ἑλλάδος 
δόντος βασιλέος." πρὸς ταῦτα ὑπεκρίναντο ibe? “"TSapves, 
οὐκ ἐξ ἴσου γίνεται ἡ συμβουλίη ἡ ἐς ἡμέας τείνουσα. τοῦ 
μὲν γὰρ πεπειρημένος συμβουλεύεις, τοῦ δὲ ἄπειρος ἐών" τὸ 
15 μὲν γὰρ δοῦλος εἶναι ἐξεπίστεαι, ἐλευθερίης δὲ οὔκω ἐπειρήθης, 
οὔτ᾽ εἰ ἔστι γλυκὺ οὔτ᾽ εἰ μή. εἰ γὰρ αὐτῆς πειρήσαιο, οὐκ 
ἂν δόρασι συμβουλεύοις ἡμῖν περὶ αὐτῆς μάχεσθαι, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
186 πελέκεσι." ταῦτα μὲν Ὑδάρνεα ἀμώψαντο ἐνθεῦτεν δὲ ὡς 
ἀνέβησαν ἐς Σοῦσα καὶ βασιλέι ἐς ὄψιν ἦλθον, πρῶτα μὲν 
τῶν δορυφόρων κελευόντων καὶ ἀνάγκην σφι προσφερόντων 
προσκυνέειν βασιλέα προσαίπτοντας, οὐκ ἔφασαν ὠθεόμενοι 


10 δε 


14 τοῦ μὲν δοῦλον Β 136, 


3. 70; bat it might have been more 
ive if references to some of the 
Greek instances (Hippias, Demaratos, 
Metiochos, etc.) had been added. 
10, 1: on this form cp, T. L. 
Agar, Class. Rev. x. ΘΝ, 

: 124, 9. 48; the 
statement a Tittle like ἃ reference 
“A Dernaratoy rot (cc. gpa oupra), 

t unlike what was to 
if the Sp s had maltreated a 
Persian eralds, 

11, ἕκαστος ἂν ὑμέων 
"Ἑλλάδος, not ἑκάτερος site 
because ὑμεῖς covers all aol 
in that case how much must H 
diminish the number of ἄνδρες Aaxedac- 
μόνιοι or multiply the number of γέαι 
‘FAAddes! The whole address is in the 

lural, not in the dual; Sperthias and 
Boulis are not to be su posed the only 
Lakedaimonians at table; the personal 
reference is very strong (és ἐμέν: : the 
offer of 8000 governorships (c, 234 infra) 
oe be an absurdity, and ‘Hat, does 
not a 
ridiculous ; in the reply of the Sp rtans — 
os we" (hates ἡμῖν) ἐϑνσια ἴ to refer ἕο. 
those present and s 

13. τοῦ pév: are ow εἶναι. dy 

δέ: 80. εἰ ἔστι ae oak aren nol 


Ge et ἑκάτερος vult Naber 
oe SV: βασιλέως R 4 
προσπίπτοντας secl. van H. || οὐδ᾽ ὧθ 


also. c. 14 su 


“merchants in China, an 
to be makin ydar esa 


13 ἘΞ τ. van H. || ὑμέας @ 
vot Valckenaer 


advise us to fight, and to fight to the 
ppd ea pint = Prec 
Assyrian word, 


be ‘a ‘a battle axe! ao (ate “of Ite 15, 711), 
would be 


) ρνεα 
doable’ aco. as in 2, 178, 3. δῷ. 

ἐνθεῦτεν : the omission to sy 
the exact locality of the interview with 
Hydarnes is a weak spot in . 
Lee the whole scene should be 1 


8, ἀνάγκην : oneness more than the 
κέλευσμα and less than the ὠθισμὸς ἐπὶ 
κεφαλήν. The σφι. 


προσπίπτοντας 
is an apparent rather than a real 


parities vid. App, Crit. 
OK Paria ἄνθρωπον : 
the verb takes a direct accusative. On 


the importance of the προσκύνησις (kow- 
tow) op. Arran, Anab. 4. 10. 12. Cp, 
supra, 8, 18. infra. There 
are similar stories of English and other 
one such of 

a Chinese official in Berlin ; cp. Brink 
Jap pan and pom x, 182, 184 f., 191, 
198, 218. 


fe 


a Pi ih 


ne Borate 


S. 
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ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν ποιήσειν ταῦτα οὐδαμά" οὔτε yaps 
σφίσι ἐν νόμῳ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον προσκυνέειν οὔτε κατὰ ταῦτα 


ἥκειν. 


ὡς δὲ ἀπεμαχέσαντο τοῦτο, δεύτερά 
καὶ λόγου τοιοῦδε ἐχόμενα “ὦ βασιλεῦ 


σφι λέγουσι τάδε 
Μήδων, ἔπεμψαν 


ἡμέας Λακεδαιμόνιοι ἀντὶ τῶν ἐν Σπάρτῃ ἀπολομένων κηρύ- 
κων ποινὴν ἐκείνων τείσοντας, λέγουσι δὲ αὐτοῖσι ταῦτα το 
Ξέρξης ὑπὸ μεγαλοφροσύνης οὐκ ἔφη ὅμοιος ἔσεσθαι Λακεδαει- 
μονίοισι' κείνους μὲν γὰρ συγχέαι τὰ πάντων ἀνθρώπων 


νόμιμα ἀποκτείναντας κήρυκας, αὐτὸς δὲ τὰ ἐκείνοισι ἐπιπλήσσει 


ταῦτα οὐ ποιήσειν, 


Λακεδαιμονίους τῆς αἰτίης. 
6 σφίσι Stein: ode 


ἀνταποκτείναντας B 


οὐδὲ ἀνταποκτείνας ἐκείνους ἀπολύσειν 


οὕτω ἡ Ταλθυβίον μῆνις καὶ 187 


τούτωι ACs: τούτω BPd 10 
τείσοντας van H., Stein® || δὲ: δὴ Krueger 


13 ἀποκτείνοντας a: 





places the use of the word by Greeks is 
mainly metaphorical ; there was little 
or no ‘kissing,’ whether of hands, gar- 
ments, feet, or ground, with or without 
‘prostration’ (turpe solum tetigere mento! 
orace, Od. 2. 7.12). The practice was 
rather Oriental than Hellenic, rather 
servile or barbarous than worthy of 
freemen and republicans (cp. Sittl. 
Gebaerde der Gr. u. Rom. (1890) cap. ix.). 
ι tw αὐτῶν ἐπὶ κοφαλήν 
might be (a) narrative, by the historian ; 
(δ) part of the oratio obliqua. The latter 
seems preferable, and would be made 
inevitable by the insertion of οὐδέ, op. 
App. Crit. 

6. κατὰ ταῦτα, ‘for that.’ κατά, ‘on 
account of’; cp. 6. 44 νέειν οὐκ ἐπιστέατο 
καὶ κατὰ τοῦτο διεφθείροντο. 

7. ἀπεμαχέσαντο, ‘fought off,’ i.e. 
got off by fighting; cp. 1. 9. 

8. καί, ‘or’; ἐχόμενα, 8. 142. 

v, c. 184 supra. 

11. Ἐξέρξης ὑπὸ μεγαλοφροσύνηε: 
another example of the king’s μεγαλο- 
φροσύνη, above c. 24, seems rather to 
condemn the characteristic. Though 
the word is not used, a more exact 
parallel may be found c. 146 infra: so 
exact, indeed, as to rouse a suspicion 
that this anecdote and that may after 
all refer to the same incident. Cp. c. 
134 supra. 

12. συγχέαι τὰ πάντων & 

ιμα : cp. Eurip. Suppl. 811 νόμιμα 
πάσης ᾿Ελλάδος σνγχεῖν, uc. 5. 39. 8 
ξυγχέαι τὰς σπονδάς. Something more 
than the ‘germs’ of international law 


was involved in the sacrosanctity of 
heralds (jus fetiale). 

18. αὐτὸς δὲ. . οὐ : 
Xerxes borrows, (fotidem verbis, the 
maxim of Maiandrios 3. 142 ἐγὼ δὲ τὰ 
τῷ πέλας ἐπιπλήσσω, αὐτὸς κατὰ δύναμιν 
οὐ ποιήσω. It looks like the reverse side 
of the Christian medal: πάντα οὖν ὅσα 
ἂν θέλητε ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑμῖν ol ἄνθρωποι, 
οὕτως καὶ ὑμεῖς ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς" οὗτος γάρ 
ἐστιν ὁ νόμος καὶ οἱ προφῆται 3, Matth. 
7. 12; cp. 8. Luke 6. 81. κείνους 
. . αὐτὸς δέ is of course nothing but 
the strict Greek idiom (as in the stock 
example Thuc. 4. 28. 2 οὐκ ἔφη αὐτὸς ἀλλ’ 
ἐκεῖνον στρατηγεῖν»). 

14. ἀνταποκτέναι, ‘to slay’ 
‘instead of’ but) ‘in return for.’ 

15. rhs αἰτίης: criminis, culpas. 

187. 1. οὕτω. . καὶ ταῦτα ποιη- 
σάντων : cp. ο. 280 οὕτω. . καὶ διὰ 
r w τοιήνδε. It is not, however, 
obvious what οὕτω here implies beyond the 
Spartans’ action just narrated, nor there 
rns from the πρόφασις fully understood 
(but cp. notes ad l.). In c. 164, on the 
other hand, τοῦτον δὴ. . τὸν Κάδμον 
καὶ τοιούτῳ τρόπῳ ἀπικόμενον, though 
the καί is apparently redundant, yet 
there is at least the distinction between 
the person and the mode. The inter- 
pretation of ταῦτα depends on the 
previous question whether Σπαρτιῆται 
refers only to Sperthias and Boulis, or 
covers the whole action of the state: 
Σπαρτιῆται is used plainly c. 184 ad 7. 
for the state, and that sense best suits 
the argument here. 


(not 
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ταῦτα ποιησάντων Σπαρτιητέων ἐπαύσατο τὸ παραυτίκα, 
καΐπερ ἀπονοστησάντων ἐς Σπάρτην Σπερθίεώ τε καὶ Βούλιος. 
χρόνῳ δὲ μετέπειτα πολλῷ ἐπηγέρθη κατὰ τὸν Πελοποννησίων 


ς καὶ ᾿Αθηναίων πόλεμον, ὡς λέγουσι Λακεδαιμόνιοι. 


a ἕ 


τοῦτο 


μοι ἐν τοῖσι θειότατον φαίνεται γενέσθαι. ὅτι μὲν γὰρ 
κατέσκηψε ἐς ἀγγέλους ἡ Ταλθυβίου μῆνις οὐδὲ ἐπαύσατο 
πρὶν ἢ ἐξῆλθε, τὸ δίκαιον οὕτω ἔφερε" τὸ δὲ συμπεσεῖν 
ἐς τοὺς παῖδας τῶν ἀνδρῶν τούτων τῶν ἀναβάντων πρὸς 
το βασιλέα διὰ τὴν μῆνιν, ἐς Νικόλαν τε τὸν Βούλιος καὶ ἐς 


137. 2 σπαρτιητέων λακεδαιμονίων B || τὸ 5: τὸ <pev> van HL: a 


5 τε καὶ conj. Stein! approb. van H. 


9 ἔς Te τοὺς α 


2. ἐπαύσατο τὸ παραντίκα : the 
cesser of the wrath was s only tem 
yet with a god who took the will or 
the deed (cp, 6. 86) more perhaps might 
have been The score finally lies 
with Xerxes aad the lower morality. Hdt, 
does not come very well out of this story : 

nowhere does he apply the doctrine of 
τίσις (row), [arn νέμεσις (unis), φθόνος 
to actual affairs in a more trivial or 
une spi ne the austere silence of 
ucydides, who tells the same story in 
his own fashion, is here Hdt.'s condemna- 
tion. Cp. Introduction, § 11. _ 

4. δὲ μετέπειτα πολλῷ : in 430 
B.c., some fifty-one years after, or it may 
be a year or two more, Thuc. 2. 67, 

ἢ Stein takes as medial : 
as ἐξηγέρθη in 1, 34, 209 (of rising from 
sleep). κατά is here chronological ; ep. 
3, 131 153, 1. 67 ete. 


5, λέγουσι ogre ee ι: what 
exactly is it that the Lakedaimonians 


say? Perhaps no more than that the 
fute of the men in 430 B.c. was due to 
the menis of Talthybios ; possibly that 


this manifestation of the menis was 
not unprecedented, not the first of its 


kind. Lakedaimonians may even have 
told the story of the devotio of Sperthias 
and Boulis : 


may even have connected ᾿ ones a fresh crime. 


8 οὕτω, ἐφέρετο de aCd 


seems hardly credible, 
all his own, the facts have 


i the moral is 


differently reported by Thucydides, pene 

in @ way somewhat to obscure or 

the Herodotean moral. Still more 

perhaps have the earlier ‘facts’ been 
nstigured in the interest of an immoral 

morality : the ‘fable’ has ever been the 

Propoeed - the wn which it is 


= to generate, 

τὸ δίκαιον οὕτω ἔφερε. As κήρυκες 
had been outraged justice demanded 
that ἄγγελοι (ambassadors) should be 
visited—somewhat of a non-sequitur, 
except that ἄγγελος heen fel be peor yet ce the 


generic term 
eee (though κόλλα ἴτε α- in Sdn eqiva 

t to the latter, ep. c. see eta 
erates story it appears that ret 

partans might have volunteered for 
devotio: the men sent might have Har 
ἄγγελοι but not κήρυκες. In any case, 
unless the final victims were wes, 
could thej ustice of heaven, and H 
have been satisfied ! 
But again, as the wrath had lon 


ceased, and divination had been 


a fresh outbreak of wrath seems to 
Hdt. has to 


it with a real or sw pposed. outrage on explain the expiation of 430 Bc. as 


Persian heralds or envoys in the days of 
Kleomenes. Hdt. appears at least to 
ri the paeception | 


take credit to himself 
of the divine moral of the facts, 88 


re of ‘the 


ecially — 
as lying in the parentage 


two 


Spartans executed at Athens i in 420 πιο. 


But was he really left to himself to. 
draw this moral, if all the rest of the 
story was reported to him by Lakedai- 


traceable to the crime of 491 (odd): 
surely a flaw in the divine justice, om 
his own Leen ry The statement οὐδὲ 
tar δ ἢ ἐξῆλθε is not true; it is 
— by ἐπαύσατο τὸ παραύτικα 
above (ἐξῆλθε, ep. 8. 82, 107). 
Fa 


It is not contrary to those 
that the involuntary scapegoa 
‘B.C, are the sons of the mt apd! lis. 


monians, in the form above given t τ . poste! of 480 B,c., but it seems a weak 
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᾿Ανήριστον τὸν Σπερθίεω, ὃς εἷἶλε ᾿Αλιέας τοὺς ἐκ Τίρυνθος 
ὁλκάδι καταπλώσας πλήρεϊ ἀνδρῶν, δῆλον ὧν μοι ὅτι θεῖον 


ἐγένετο τὸ πρῆγμα [ἐκ τῆς μήνιος]" of [γὰρ] πεμφθέντες 
Λακεδαιμονίων ἄγγελοε ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην, προδοθέντες δὲ 
Σιτάλκεω τοῦ Typew Θρηίκων βασιλέος καὶ Νυμφοδώρου τοῦ 


11 τοὺς ἐκ Τίρυνθος suspecta mihi 


e Q 
ὑπὸ 
ὑπὸ 
τοῦ 


18 ἐκ τῆς μήνιος del. Gomperz || 


γὰρ Stein’: om. 8: cancellos p. Stein? 8 


spot in the system that vengeance over- 
takes the Spartans without any satisfac- 
tion or benefit to the Persians—rather, 
indeed, the reverse. 

Nor is it obvious, on Herodotean 
principles, where Aristeas son of Adeim- 
antos comes in. Que diable fait-il dans 
cette galere? He rather spoils the concin- 
nity of the moral. If he isin, why not the 
others? (Is it possible that the sentence 
μετὰ δὲ. . ἀνήρ is not from the hand of 


Hdt. ! . infra.) 
11. ὃς εἷλε ᾿Αλιέας. . ἀνδρῶν. The 


Tirynthians, on the destruction of their 
city by the Argives (468 B.c.? cp. 6. 88 
ani my note) occupied ᾿Αλιεῖς (᾿Αλιαί, 
᾿Αλία, ᾿Αλική), a small town in the 
territory of Hermione, opposite the 
island of Spetzia : Strabo 373. (Steph. 
B. sub v. places it in Laconia, and cites 
Ephoros for an oracle given to the 
Tirynthians in explanation of the name: 
sub v. Τίρυνς he says that the former 
name of that city was ᾿Αλιεῖς.) ᾿Αλιεῖς is 
the scene of an Athenian defeat by 
Korinthians and Epidaurians in 458 B.c., 
Thue. 1. 105; ᾿Αλιάς is ravaged by the 
Athenians in 480 B.c., Thuc. 2. 56. 5 ; the 
Haliaeans must therefore at that time 
be reckoned among the allies of Sparta ; 
and again in 425 Bo. (4. 45. 2). 
Blakesley (reading ἁλιέα) thought the 
exploit here referred to was merely one 
of those piratical proceedings at the 
opening of the Archidamian war recorded 
by Thuc. 2. 67. 4 (where the ὁλκάδες, by 
the way, belong to the sufferers not to 
the aggressors). Stein would date it 
during the time when Argos was in 
alliance with Athens (463-45 should 
be 462-51 B.c.); but why should a 
Spartan raid the Tirynthians at Halieis 
then? They would be no friends either 
of Argos or of Athens. Spartans would 
have been more likely to help the 
Tirynthians to the possession of Halieis 
than to harry them, when there es- 
tablished. Is it possible that τοὺς ἐκ 
Τίρυνθος is ἃ gloss ἢ 


12. ἀνδρῶν, fighting men, who had no 
business on a ὁλκάς ! : 

ὧν : Hdt. has become some- 
what excited over the supernatural coinci- 
dence (συμπεσεῖν) : the result is a slight 
Anakoluthon. 

13. of: Thucyd. 2. 67 mentions three 
Spartan πρέσβεις, Aneristos, Nikolaos and 
Pratodamos (sic), without patronymics 
(which would not have suited Hadt.). 
The third Spartan is quite de trop from 
Hdt.’s point of view, and is here omitted. 
There were three other men in the same 
boat : Timagoras of Tegea, ‘ Aristeus’ of 
Korinth, and an Argive by name Pollis, 
who had no public mission (/3/g). The 
Athenians apparently put all six men 
to death (ἀπέκτεινα») and threw their 
bodies, perhaps not into the Barathron 
but into a rocky cleft (καὶ ἐς φάραγγα 
ἐσέβαλον) on the very day they arrived. 
Of these six summary executions Hdt. 
mentions three: cp. infra. 

15. Σιτάλκεω τοῦ ἸΤήρεω ἀρ χε 
πε άτναν καὶ te ace ύθοω 

° Tee: does t. forget 
that he has introduced Sitalkes before 
(4. 80)? That passage can hardly be 
subsequent to this; but the fortuitous 
and excursional character of this whole 
passage may easily excuse the absence 
of a cross reference. Thucydides treats 
more fully the Thracian agency in 
the matter; Nymphodoros is not men- 
tioned in this connexion: elsewhere 
indeed (2. 29) he plays an important 
réle when (summer of 43] B.c.) as a 

wer at the court of Sitalkes (who had 

is sister to wife), and of 
Athens, he brought about the Atheno- 
Thrakian alliance, and procured ‘the 
freedom of the οὐαὶ for Sadokos. It 
is Sadokos who with Thue. 2. 67 plays 
the part here assigned to Nymphodoros, 
urged thereto by two Athenian πρέσβεις 
whose names and patronymics are piven : 
the omission of Nymphodoros by Thucyd. 
is marked, and must be a deliberate 
correction of Hdt. (though Rawlinson 
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Πύθεω ἀνδρὸς ᾿Αβδηρίτεω, ἥλωσαν κατὰ Βισάνθην τὴν ἐν 

“Ἑλλησπόντῳ, καὶ ἀπαχθέντες ἐς τὴν ᾿Αττικὴν ἀπέθανον ὑπὸ 

᾿Αθηναίων, μετὰ δὲ αὐτῶν καὶ ᾿Αριστέας ὁ ᾿Αδειμάντον 

Κορίνθιος ἀνήρ. ταῦτα μέν νυν πολλοῖσι ἔτεσι ὕστερον 
20 ο τοῦ βασιλέος στόλου, ἐπάνειμι δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν πρότερον 


λόγον. 

138  Ἡ δὲ στρατηλασίη ἡ βασιλέος οὔνομα μὲν εἶχε ὡς ἐπ᾽ 
᾿Αθήνας ἐλαύνει, κατίετο δὲ ἐς πᾶσαν τὴν Ἑλλάδα. πυνθανό- 
μενοι δὲ ταῦτα πρὸ πολλοῦ οἱ Ἕλληνες οὐκ ἐν ὁμοίῳ πάντες 


. 18 δειμάντου B 


vu 


16 Ilv@éw Bekker, Holder 20 τοῦ τοῦ ΕΒ: 


ΤΟΥ ota on supe δὲ. V 


would away with it by supposin that 
“Badocus may well supposing that 
the influence of Nymphodorus”). Only 
in one respect is the story as told by 
Hdt. more precise than that in Thue., 
viz. in naming the place where the 
arrest. was effected. 

16. κατὰ Βισάνθην τὴν ἐν “EAA. The 
preposition is locative. Was there any 
other Bisanthe except the one known to 
~ h. B. as πόλις Μακεδονίας κατὰ 

, Ελληνίς, ἀποικία Σαμίων ἵ Alki- 
es built a castle there (ἐν Θράκῃ περὶ 
BusdyOny, Plutarch 36), and in 400 «.c. 
Seuthes made a wey attractive proposal 
to Xenophon: σοὶ δέ, ὦ Ξενοφῶν, καὶ 
θυγατέρα δώσω καὶ εἴ τις σοὶ ἔστι θυγάτηρ 
ὡνήσομαι Θρακίῳ νόμῳ, καὶ Βισάνθην 
οἴκησιν δώσω, ὅπερ ἐμοὶ κάλλιστον χωρίον 
ἐστὶ τῶν ἐπὶ θαλάττῃ (Anaad. 7. 2. 38, 
op. 7. 5. 8). There ἢ is no doubt of the 
ractical identity of Bisanthe with 
oon on the τας ὅτ a (ep. 
ummer, ap. y-Wissowa, it. 
place with an excellent harbour. 


4 Ὁ ὁ ᾿Αδ 


epdvrov Κορίν- 
θιος ἀν : thongh the introduction of a 
third party rather spoils the closeness of 
the moral, yet it may be oP tte by the 
subsequent rominence of Adeimantos 
in the Logi of Hdt., and of Arist as hi 
self in the politics and operati 

= time. the sentence μετὰ δε και ς, ἢ 
ight be a gloss; but a glossator would © 
bly have introduced all the | names 

of the victims from Thucydides, -- 
20. ἐπάν εἰμι δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν ; y λόγι 
marks the story just told very 
as a digression, an excursus, o possible | 


im- 


addition : Niven where exactly has = 
πρότερος \ ninterrupted! Is the — 
digression confined to ο, 137? Or does | 


‘it extend from ec. 138-71 Or ‘should 


tions of © 


its discussion ep. "eralexing § τ. 

It is not, however, the mere 
λόγος that is here resumed, except 
vaguely in the sense of the main theme, 
or story: ΝΕ nen is a new 

ture : lace, persona — 
aa the roar ief part of this Book 
begins. Cp. Introduction, § 8, 

138. 1. = στύλος just 
above. Cp. ἔλασις and orperghacte ὃν, 
106 supra. ἐλᾶν στρατὸν c. 8 supra. 

οὔνομα μὲν εἶχε. Stein well 
Plato, Apol, 84 ὄνομα ! 
Σωκράτη wine Be οὔνομα ep. 
πρόφασιν: x a L ; Ce. 
157 infra, all contrasting ith or 
some similar word. The contrast here 
is, however, effected by the e a. 
verb: ἐλαύνει {μὲν) κατίετο δέ: "ἢ 
ae of being led Athens, bat 
‘ See aticetivs = sedi Hellas." On 
the objective o ee ition cp. δα, 
1, 5, 8, 11, 17, ete. 


ταῦτα πρὸ πολλοῦ, ‘that 


before Cp. c. 130 
be know it?! From tee cp. 


239° infra ; through Argost c. 148 
infra ; or from the many sources of in- 
formation open to Athens in her trans- 
beeps connexions ! Themistokles at 


east required no prompting from Sparta ; 
ov) ' op. 6. 144 madi 
ἐπα ῃ 


δι non 
Baehr ; “non 


οὐκ ἐν 
δοάθπι 1 modo Jo alfet feeti erant," 
idem secum statuerunt, acel ebant,” 


Stein. Or, rather, ‘took (were for 
taking) the m matter very differently,” ep, 


8. Ἦν ‘infra, 
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vu 


ἀνθρώπων, ὅμως δὲ τῇ γέ μοι φαίνεται εἶναι ἀληθὲς οὐκ 


ἐπ 
Bevin ρα 


εἰ ᾿Αθηναῖοι καταρρωδήσαντες τὸν ἐπιόντα κίνδυνον 
σφετέρην, ἣ καὶ μὴ ἐκλιπόντες ἀλλὰ μείναντες 


ἔδοσαν σφέας αὐτοὺς Ξέρξῃ, κατά «γε τὴν θάλασσαν 


οὐδαμοὶ ἂν ἐπειρῶντο ἀντιούμενοι βασιλέι. 


εἰ τοίνυν κατὰ 


τὴν θάλασσαν μηδεὶς ἠντιοῦτο ἘΞέρξῃ, κατά ye ἂν τὴν ἤπειρον 


τοιάδε ἐγίνετο" 
10 μένοι διὰ τοῦ 


εἰ καὶ πολλοὶ τειχέων κιθῶνες ἧσαν ἔληλα- 
Ἰσθμοῦ Πελοποννησίοισι, 
Λακεδαιμόνιοι ὑπὸ τῶν συμμάχων οὐκ ἑκόντων ἀλλ᾽ 


προδοθέντες ἂν 


ὑπ᾽ 


ἀναγκαίης, κατὰ πόλις ἁλισκομένων ᾿ ὑπὸ τοῦ ναυτικοῦ στρατοῦ 


3 ἀνθρώπων : Ἑλλήνων Naber || Υ̓ ἐμοὶ ᾿ Schaefer, van H. 
7 ἀντιεύμενοι B, Holder 


᾿Αθηναῖοι 2 6 ye Stein® 
Naber || ἂν om. B 
ltt BCd 


πρὸς τῶν shelves 
‘in the eyes οἵ," ep. : 
war 4. 205 πρὸς θεῶν ἐπίφθονοι. 
T 8. φϑόνος here is of the earth, earthy. 
ἀνθρώπων is not complimentary, and 
ht suit ‘barbarians,’ Ionians, and 
like, without excluding Spartans 
ack οὐκ ioe ὠ 
. sc. νώμην, OT 
ἀποδέξασθαι nf ples eli Either Hdt. 
is a hy ite, or for this he 
deserves an echo of Heine’s p of 
Luther: er konnle Alles fiir die 
Wahrhett thun, nur nicht liigen! This 
formal and judicial utterance on Athens 
shows Hdt. in the most favourable light, 
whether as regards heart or head. The 


οὐκ ee el κτλ.) gives 
it “τ itn aed gra “att he 


᾿ did srignate heir land oud 
city. at, then, does Hdt. mean! 
That Salamis was theirs, so that they 
did not clear completely out? Or is 
καταρρωδήσαντες the real predicate? 
It was not fear (but policy, strategy) 
that caused them to abandon their 
country. Or has Hat. started by s 
a little too much? He at once pro 
lify : 4 καὶ μὴ ἐκλιπόντες, which 
impos the εἰυσσν αν 
his mind, perhaps, was not so much the 
evacuation of Athens and Attica, as the 
complete abandonment of the Greek 
cause, and the departure to seek a new 
home elsewhere (cp. 8. 62, and here just 
below ἐκλιπεῖν τὴν Ελλάδα). ‘The excite- 
ment of the moment produces some 
clumsiness, or inadequacy of thought 


9 ἐγίνοντο C: 


clothed 


a © 
t, 
- "10. : as 


What was in 


4 οἱ 
8 ἠντίωτο 


ἐγένετο dz || χιτῶνες B 12 


and expression, as not seldom with Hat. 
Cp. Introduction, § 11. 
τὸν ἐπιόντα : line 28 infra, and c. 
138 γ- αἰ once or twice too often, 
τι Ms es οι Hat. con- 
structs πειρᾶσθαι wi ciples, e.g. 
ἊΝ 148, 172 infra. aes . 
9, τειχέων κιθῶνες, perhaps a techni- 
cal, not merely an Herodotean metaphor. 
We say not ‘tunic" but ‘mantle’ or 
‘curtain.’ Stein thinks it is a purely 
poetical phrase ‘“‘perhaps out of an 
oracle.” The λάινος χιτών with which 
Hektor threatens Paris, 11, 2. 57 (not, 
surely, a ‘Steingrab’ but ‘death by 
Bo ton % is a φρο: poetical metaphor. 
Xenoph. Sym. 4. 38 {ἐν Ἂν οἰκίᾳ) 
ὌΝ μὲν ἀλεεινοὶ χιτῶνες οἱ τοῖχοί μοι 
δοκοῦσιν εἶναι͵ πάνυ δὲ παχεῖαι ἐφεστρίδει 
οἱ ὄροφοι. Baehr also quotes 1, 181 τὸ 
τεῖχος θώρηξ ἐστί. thenaeus 99 εἰ 
es a phrase of the orator 
τὸ δὲ τεῖχος “ὁ ἐσθῆτα τῆς 
‘If the Isthmus had been 
(dressed, curtained, mantled) 
with a ‘multitude (kal πολλοί) of walls 
built right across it . .’; τεῖχος ἐλαύνειν 


‘ is ὑπό, not quite of the 
same sense as in oO 137 supra (except 
as we might Bay, μεἶσο, ‘ gi 

1. οὐκ ἑκόντων GAN’ ὑπ᾽ & 
ep. 6. 182 Σ supra. 

12. κατὰ . πόλις ρα 
 ἀἰδεηθαξῖνα. The ‘Athenian ‘ie ap. 
Thue, 1. 73. 4 puts exactly the same 
point: it is Strange that a point so 
obvious. should : seem to have required so 
much insistence, 


emades : : 
πόλεως."" 
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τοῦ BapBapov, ἐμουνώθησαν, μουνωθέντες δὲ ἂν καὶ arro- 
δεξάμενοι ἔργα μεγάλα ἀπέθανον γενναίως. ἢ ταῦτα ἂν 
ἔπαθον, ἢ πρὸ τοῦ ὁρῶντες ἂν καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους “Ελληνας 15 


μηδίζοντας ὁμολογίῃ ἂν ἐχρήσαντο πρὸς ἘΞέρξην. καὶ οὕτω 
ἂν ἐπ᾽ ἀμφότερα ἡ Ἑλλὰς ἐγίνετο ὑπὸ Πέρσῃσι. τὴν γὰρ 


ὠφελίην τὴν τῶν τειχέων τῶν διὰ τοῦ Ἰσθμοῦ ἐληλαμένων 
οὐ δύναμαι πυθέσθαι ἥτις ἂν ἦν, βασιλέος ἐπικρατέοντος τῆς 
θαλάσσης. νῦν δὲ ᾿Αθηναίους ἄν τις λέγων σωτῆρας γενέσθαι: 20 
τῆς Ἑλλάδος οὐκ ἂν ἁμαρτάνοι τὸ ἀληθές. οὗτοι γὰρ ἐπὶ 
ὁκότερα τῶν πρηγμάτων ἐτράποντο, ταῦτα ῥέψειν ἔμελλε" 
ἑλόμενοι δὲ τὴν Ἑλλάδα περιεῖναι. ἐλευθέρην, οὕτω τὸ 


Ἑλληνικὸν πᾶν τὸ λοιπόν, ὅσον μὴ ἐμήδισε, αὐτοὶ οὗτοι 


13 τῶν βαρβάρων 8, Schaefer 15 πρὸ τούτου Plutarch. Mor. 864 
16 ξέρξεα BPz, Stein! 18 τὴν om. Sd 21 τὸ ἀληθές a: τἀληθές 
BPs: τοῦ ἀληθέος aut λέγων τἀληθές Reiske: τἀληθέος Schaefer, Holder 
23 οὕτω τὸ Valckenaer, Stein®?: τοῦτο τὸ a, Stein!?: τοῦ, τὸ B: τὸ sim- 
pliciter Cobet, Holder 24 ὃν πᾶν Paris. 2933 || αὐτοῦ B 


13. καὶ ἀ μεγάλα: from the sense of (a), ‘both as respects 


καί not a copula, but an intensive ; vel, 
Baehr; quamvis, Stein. The sentence 
is a homage to Thermopylai, but the 
suggestion that, not merely a given 

y of Spartans on the battle-field, but 
the whole number of able-bodied citizens 
would have died the death, is so extreme 
that it naturally suggests the alternative 
of a conditional submission, which 
follows. 

15. πρὸ τοῦ, chronological, cp. 8. 108 
πρὸ τούτου, yet has the force of a logical 
alternative, which really excludes the 
preceding supposition. 

16. ὁμολογίῃ av yro contra- 
dicts flatly the words of Demaratos c. 
102, and also spoils the effect of the 
heroic alternative just formulated ; but 
it curiously anticipates the speech put 
into the mouth of Eurybiades 8. 108, 
and the action threatened by the 
Athenians themselves, 9. 11. hileus 
ee 9, repeats or anticipates points 
in this passage. 

17. ἐπὶ is ambiguous, and 
may mean (a) ‘in both cases alike,’ 
‘in either case,’ i.e. whether they died 
to the last man, or made terms with 
Xerxes, cp. 9. 97, 3. 87 (Sitzler and 
others) ; (δ) ‘on both elements,’ ‘ by sea 
and by land’: thus Stein; cp. c. 10 
supra. Or (c), coming much to the same 
thing in sense as (δ), though derived 


the case of the Athenians and as respects 
the case of Lakedaimonians.’ (ὁ) or (c) 
would be quite consistent with regarding 
the sentence 4 ταῦτα... πρὸς Képtny as 
a later insertion. 
ὑπό beter dat., ‘in subjection to.’ 
τὴν γὰρ ὠφελίην. . τῆς 
ouly repeats the point already made above 
εἰ τοίνυν κτλ. the ment is also put 
into the mouth of Chileus the Tegeatan, 
9. 9 infra, and is virtually conveyed in 
the advice of Demaratos, c. 235 ¢ 
21. vor Td ἀληθέξ. The ac- 
cusative 18 peculiar, cp. App. Crit. 
Stein defends it on the analogy of ὁδὸν 
ἠμέλησε, ο. 168 infra, εἰ simil., where 
a word is anomalously constructed by the 
analogy of a synonym ; and the number 
of such anomalies in Hut. is altogether 
not inconsiderable. A substituted ac- 
cusative is especially easy to forgive, and 
is here especially forcible. 
22. τῶν πρηγμάτων, ‘sides,’ ‘interests.’ 
vy, of course metaphorical, 
from ag balance isc. 11. 22. ed 
23. ι.. dreyelpavres. e 
wished ἐσ rewrits this ; the read: 
ings are doubtful, τοῦτο and αὐτοί being 
the chief cruces, cp. App. Crit. Hdt. 
was undoubtedly somewhat excited when 
writing this chapter, and the order, or 
disorder, of his words shows it. 
τὸ Ἑλληνικόν : cp. 8. 144. 
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ὙΠ 


ἘΌΝ οἱ ἐπεγείραντες καὶ βασιλέα μετά γε θεοὺς ἀνωσάμενοι. 


οὐδὲ σφέας 


χρηστήρια φοβερὰ ἐλθόντα ἐκ Δελφῶν καὶ ἐς 


δεῖμα βαλόντα ἔπεισε ἐκλιπεῖν τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἀλλὰ καταμεί- 


νᾶαντες 


Πέμψαντες γὰρ οἱ 


A agile ga Partha δαρλρν τ"... 


Ὄπ σαντα Foay ἕτοιμοι" oo σφι ποιήσασι ae τὸ 


ἱρὸν τὰ 


γῶν, ay yeaa meade ἐσελθόντες ἵξοντο, χρᾷ 


ἡ Πυθίη, τῇ οὔνομα ἦν ᾿Ἀριστονίκη, τάδε. 


25 ἀπωσάμενοι H, Stephanus, van H, 


25. μετά γε θεούς : “post deos quidem,” 
Baehr, ment after’ Flys 168 infra. 
Not ‘if only the ¢ would let ther." 
The victory of e Greeks is to Hat. 


fom ab ya oer of special intervention 
rom above ; 8. 109. 
. +» “it was not they 


φοβερὰ. . καὶ ἐξ 
{φοβερά is coed in 


eer ar 


the active sense, then ἐν δεῖμα 8. is — 


tantologous. 


orn A stronger sense seems 
gain 


viewing the responses as 


effects and causes of fear: panic-atricken 
and panic-striking. The description of 
ἐλθόντα ἐκ 


the oractilar responses, 


Δελφῶν, not, as it turns out, spontane- 
ously, but in answer to inquiries, and 
their calculated effect (ἔπεισε tA, τ. 
"Δ. seems to show an unusnal detach- 
ment on Hdt.'s part, as though, when 
he wrote this passage, the 
Delphi had somewhat faded. (Is he 
regretting that he himself had been 
rsuaded ἐκλιπεῖν τὴν 
ome in the west ἢ , 
ἀνέσχοντο. . δέξασθαι : dvé- 
χεσθαι with infin, (or partic. 5. 19 ἀνέχευ 
ὁρέων) in the sense of rAjva, sustinere 
(eine sehr seltene arena, Stein). — 
εὖθ ie ιν οἱ ᾿Αθηναῖοι : 
e article, aps only as resuming 
Αϑηναῖοι, c. ms ᾿ : 


Ἑλλάδα for a 


The date of this mission is a matter of 
moment, Hdt. unfortunately yives no 


adr indication, but appears to date it 


fore the assembling of the Congress a at the Pythia, or require 
As that than could be given by the a in oe 
an 


the Isthmus (c. 145 infra), 
may be dated to 481 Bo, (summer or 
autumn) the theoria would not be later 
than the spring. Stein even dates it 
back to 482 B.0, 
out of the question, from a historical 
and psychological 


lamour of 


Such an early date is err redacted: \ 


int of view. Even | this name of 


140. 3 ἐλθόντες 8 


before the Saat at Thermopylai 

the second one was Brora cpr 

with especial or ap to th 

battle at ee oa on oem he 
het as in 1, 67, 
ete. Lean Mp two in number (cp. trov 
last line of e) but their names 


sr not on , 
: used here me 
ΒΞ. (to obtain oracular advice, to 
consult the oracle) ; in ἃ. 178 infra with 
τῷ θεῷ. There is a slight confusion be- 
tween ol ᾿Αθηναῖοι and their envoys ; at 
least the σῴι which follows can Ὁ y refer 
This confusion runs 


question, A 


after rer hc in their question in writing 
to the προφήτης, who gave it to the 
Pythia in the ἄδυτον, nerally 
ing, the utterance of the Pythia was ἴω. 
articulate and “Belph inter mye 
redaction by rw ae pro 
infra) or prophets ; how long this 
ps Be have occupied iti is fe be ce to sa re 
pon eye the lane yp (no dou 

har es pared) came ae 

iad versifi apparent] γ᾽ from the li 
no more 


Adyton. In the present following 
chap. we seem to have genuine responses, 
but evidently Ὁ br carefully ee 
ονίκ ee a” Bs Baehr) : 
my (‘Si aehr 
good one. counts for 


Delphi was ot shaking with fear at that nothing in these responses ; perha 


time, These oracles cannot be dated 


Hat. Feoords: its a little ironically. The 
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ὦ μέλεοι, τί κάθησθε ; λιπὼν diy’ ἐς ἔσχατα γαίης 
δώματα καὶ πόλιος τροχοειδέος ἄκρα κάρηνα. 

οὔτε γὰρ ἡ κεφαλὴ μένει ἔμπεδον οὔτε τὸ σῶμα, 
οὔτε πόδες νέόατοι οὔτ᾽ ὧν χέρες, οὔτε τι μέσσης 
λείπεται, GAN ἄξηλα πέλει: κατὰ γάρ μιν ἐρείπει 
πῦρ τε καὶ ὀξὺς “Apns, Συριηγενὲς ἅρμα διώκων. 
πολλὰ δὲ κἄλλ᾽ ἀπολεῖ πυργώματα κοὐ τὸ σὸν οἷον, 


5 vy ἐς Reiske, van H., Stein®: 


φεῦγ᾽ codd., Stein!?, Holder 


(λοιπὸν φεύγετ᾽ d: πόλιν φύγετ᾽ Oenomaus ap. Euseb. praep. ev. 5. 24) 


7 μένει CP: μενεῖ 
downyeves & 


name is grammatically constructed in 
apposition to not to τῇ. 
ks μέλοοι, : die plural; as 
the singular which follows (@ty’), is ad- 
dressed to the Athenian state, not merel 
to the two theopropoi ; the sitting still is 
not merely that in the temple, but that 
in their native land. μέλεος in Homer 
means ‘vain,’ ‘useless,’ but in later 
Greek, as here, ‘wretched’ (Aischyl., 
Soph., Eurip. all used it thus). The 
change is traced to Hesiod, Theog. 568. 
ἔσχατα γαίης, ‘(the) ends of (the) 

earth.’ Stein cps. 8. 62, and thinks ‘the 
Italian coast’ is meant; the reference 
does not seem to be so definite (nor so 
definite in every direction as al ἐσχατίαι 
τῆς οἰκεομένης in 8. 106). Without ἐς 
(cp. App. Crit.) the accusative may be 
a vague one of motion (this is better 
than to take it as direct accusative, 
and understand the words of Attika, 
and much better than making ἔσχατα 
agree with δώματα) Yet the advice 
robably means merely Pa Attika 
or the Peloponnesos (cp. 8. 40 f.). 

6. tpoxoaSdos: suspiciously like an 
anachronism. Athens was τροχοειδής 
after the Themistoklean walls were built ; 
so in 1. 98 Hdt. cps. the wall of Ekbatana 
to the ᾿Αθηνέων κύκλος: but at the date of 
the oracle Athens was an unwalled city 
(cp. 8. 51). It may, however, have had 
a wall round it in earlier (prae-Peisis- 
tratidaean) days, and the epithet may be 
traditional. 

7. οὔτε yap h κοφαλή κτλ. : the pass- 
age contains the metaphor or analogy of 
‘the Body politic’; cp. the oracle in c. 
148 infra. But the description appears 
eminently inapplicable to Athens and 
the Athenians. In a more material sense 
it might apply to Athens and Attica 
after the Persian occupation (8. 50-8), 


9 ἀίδηλα Blomfield, van H. || ἐρίπει a 
11 τὸ σὸν οἷον CP: τόσον οἷον 


10 


and so help to date the response: seri 
below mauat with ἡ βρέ ut the 
description of Attica and Athens may 
be a  ghcpsheny conjectured from the 
state of Phokis, op. 8. 32, 88. 

9. ἄζηλα πέλει : Homeric πέλει ΞΞ ἐστί 
(or perhaps γίνεται or ἔρχεται). ἄζηλα 
ar ἣν be the subject of πέλει or a part 
of the predicate (in which case the subject 
πάντα must be supplied out of the context, 
or what not). ἄξοηλος may be ἄ- ζηλος = 
ἀζήλωτος, or, better (with Stein) = ἄδηλος, 
erroneously derived by the oracle-maker 
(from Hesiod, Works 6 ῥεῖα δ᾽ ἀρίζηλον 
μινύθει καὶ ἄδηλον ἀέξει) who assumed 
that ζῆλος ΞΞ- δῆλος. Cp. App. Crit. 

κατὰ γάρ μιν ἐρείπει : the tmesis, 
88 inl. 14 infra. μιν, ac. τὴν πόλιν. The 
description just suits the situation in 8. 
50 tf., but see also note on |. 7 supra. 

10. Σνριηγενὲς ἅρμα διώκων, ‘ follow- 
ing in the track of ἃ Syrian chariot,’ cp. 
c. 68 supra. Aischyl. Persat 84 (Σύ 
θ᾽ ἅρμα διώκων) may be a reminiscence of 
this oracle, unless the text here has been 
corrupted from Aischylos ; cp. App. Crit. 
Is the ἅρμα Διὸς ἱρόν (c. 40 supra), or the 
chariot of the king (did. ), or more gener- 
ally a war chariot, here in view? It 
may be doubted whether in the Persian 
war any chariots of war reached Athens, 
or even Thebes; the only war-chariots 
recognized by Hdt. in the army-list are 
the Libyan and Indian (0. cbs But 
the phrase need not be p ; it may 
be conventional. The oriental chariot 
was familiar in Greece in Minoan and 
Mykenaian days, was not forgotten in 
Homeric times, and in the age of Hdt. 
was still used in Kypros, cp. 5. 118. 

11. πολλὰ δὲ κἄλλ᾽ ἀπολεῖ: a pre- 
diction, perhaps in the very act, or on the 
very eve of fulfilment; cp. 8.32, 33. But 
Delphi had no fear for itself; 8. 35-89. 


10 


15 
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πολλοὺς δ᾽ ἀθανάτων νηοὺς μαλερῷ πυρὶ δώσει, 
οἵ που νῦν ἱδρῶτι ῥεούμενοι ἑστήκασι, 7 
δείματι παλλόμενοι, κατὰ δ᾽ ἀκροτάτοις ὀρόφοισι 
αἷμα μέλαν κέχυται, προϊδὸν κακότητος ἀνάγκας. 
ἀλλ᾽ ἴτον ἐξ ἀδύτοιο, κακοῖς δ᾽ ἐπικίδνατε θυμόν. 
141 ταῦτα ἀκούσαντες οἱ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων θεοπρόποι συμφορῇ τῇ 


μεγίστῃ ἐχρέωντο. 


προβάλλουσι δὲ σφέας αὐτοὺς ὑπὸ τοῦ 


κακοῦ τοῦ κεχρησμένου Τίμων ὁ ᾿Ανδροβούλου, τῶν Δελφῶν 


12 ναοὺς a 
ἀνάγκης α: ἀνάγκην Cd 


ἐπικίδνατε: ὑποπίτνατεῖ van H. 


14 δείμασι B || ὀρόφοισιν a, Holder 
16 κακοῖσι aC: κακοῖσι νῦν ἃ: κακοῖο || 


15 


141. 3 κεχρημένου B: ‘forma 


fortasse es revocanda’ van H. ; ep. Weir Smyth, ὃ 615 ) Pp. 512 


12, 


: in Homer always an 
epithet of 


me (adda). 

18, οἵ: why not the ᾿Αϑάνατοι (on the 
(reek side), i.e, their statues? This is 
en forcible than to refer the relative 

rot for ῥεόμενοι, cp. 
μαχούμενοι Clemens Alexandr, (728) 


here ῥεεύμενοι (pew). Rawlinson 

and Blakesley ad i. give a list of sweat- 

ing statues ; op. Cicero, Div. 1. 74, 98, 
2. 58 ete. ; Diodor. 17. 10. 4. 

ἱδρῶτι: they sometimes exuded 


blood. τι παλλόμενοι, cp. Hymn 
to Demeter 293. For πάλλεσθαι cp. 9. 140. 
14, κατά is of course in tmesi=xara- 
κέχυται. A bloody roof was to be seen 
at Delphi itself on a later occasion, 
Diodor, 17. 10. δ (335 n.c.). 
16. κακότητος ἀνάγκας: 
blood ‘fore-see’ inevitable woe, or is 
‘foresee’ confusion for ‘ fore-show’ (80 
Stein, seltsam fiir wpopaivov)! For the 
interpretation of the signs ep, Diodor, 
Le. τὸν δὲ τῶν ἀνδριάντων ἱδρῶτα ὑπερ- 
βάλλουσαν κακοπάθειαν, τὸ δ' ἐν πλείοσι 
τόποις φαινόμενον αἷμα φόνον πολὺν κατὰ 
τὴν πόλιν ἐσύμενον (σημαίνειν ἔφασαν). 
16, ὕτον ἐξ ἀδύτοιο: the dual here 


can 


(followed by the plural) might tempt us 


to regard the whole response as addressed 
primarily to the two θεσπρόποι, and 
through them to all and every Athenians. 
If ἄδυτον is used strictly, they had no 
right therein ; but see below, next c. 
κακοῖς δ᾽ ἐπικίδνατε θυμόν : a 
much debated phrase. It seems quite 


out of keeping with the context, if inter- 


reted to be an encouragement, as by 
Stephanus Larcher, Miot,Schweighaeuser, 
Lange, Baehr, L. & Ss. It does not even 
seem ainbiguous (prepare your soul 
for evil," Schoell), but definitely discour- 


~ aging. 


ϑυμὸός is sim the mind ὃ. 
ply (cp. 


nad ak} ages pe the 
ve omer ; here ; your 
sind on 4 or ‘bespread your mind 
with evils,’ is equivalent to ἐπ περᾷ: ‘all 
hope abandon '; van Herwerden does not 
like the word here: ep. A p- Crit. 
141. 1. 

a literal an prompt obedience to the 
behest: κακοῖς δ᾽ érixlévare! θυμόν, For 
on expression cp, +> 184 supra, τὰς 
this expression ep. Soph. 0. 7. ‘745 f. 
80 rddas* fox’ ἐμαυτὸν els ἀρὰς δεινὰς 

ἀλλων ἀρτίως οὐκ εἰδέναι: 
Thes. 182 χρὴ δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἀξίοις πονεῖν 
προβάλλοντ᾽ ἐν κύβοισι δαίμονος. Th 
2 is Sei parallel to the use of 

oe, ol 1 three have the note 

9 eb rect in them, "" giving 
themselvea up for lost” (res 
desperantibus,”’ Stein). Cicero, Tuse. 2. 2. 
54 qui doloris speciem ferre non possunt, 
abjiciunt se, atque ita afflicti et exani 
jacent . . sunt enim quaedam animi 
similitudines cum corpore, Schweig- 
haeuser, indeed, takes the word here 
materially, “humum se prostraverunt.” 
he present participle is rather against 
that. ) 

ὑπό: they are abandoning them- 
selves to despair ‘‘under the influence 


51 supra). 


of, or the effects of the evil, which 


has been oracularly revealed"; ep. = 
δέους re καὶ κακοῦ Eponte φωνήν 1. 85, 
ὑπὸ τοῦ παρεόντος κακοῦ ὁ Δαρεῖος ἀγρυ- 
μόνο οὶ εἴχετο ὃ. 129. 

3. ov might seem to be the 
Bodo form from χράω : not to be 
confused with κέ , kexpyuévos, Van 
Herwerden would recall the latter form 
everywhere. But cp. App. Crit. and ¢. 
145 infra. 
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ἀνὴρ δόκιμος ὅμοια τῷ μάλιστα, συνεβούλευέ σφι ixernpinv 
λαβοῦσι δεύτερα αὗτις ἐλθόντας χρᾶσθαι τῷ χρηστηρίῳ ws 5 


4 γ 
tKETAS. 


πειθομένοισι δὲ ταῦτα τοῖσι ᾿Αθηναίοισι καὶ λέγουσι 


“ὦναξ, χρῆσον ἡμῖν ἄμεινόν τι περὶ τῆς πατρίδος, αἰδεσθεὶς 
τὰς ἱκετηρίας τάσδε tds τοι ἥκομεν φέροντες, ἢ ov τοι 
ἄπιμεν ἐκ τοῦ ἀδύτου, ἀλλ᾽ αὐτοῦ τῇδε μένομεν ἔστ᾽ ἂν καὶ 
τελευτήσωμεν,᾽ ταῦτα δὲ λέγουσι ἡ πρόμαντις χρᾷ δεύτερα 


τάδε. 


οὐ δύναται Παλλὰς Δί Ὀλύμπιον ἐξιλάσασθαι 
λισσομένη πολλοῖσι λόγοις καὶ μήτιδι πυκνῇ. 


4 ἱκετηρίας B, Holder, van H. 


recte’ van H.): om. & 


Τίμων ὁ ᾿Ανδροβούλον : neither the 
propitiously named father, nor the son, 
is otherwise known to fame. ὅμοια τῷ 
μάλιστα (δοκίμῳ), cp. c. 118 supra. 

4. lxernplny . . ἱκέτας : on the 
previous occasion, though they had 
observed the proper ritual of ‘con- 
sultants,’ they had not presented them- 
selves as ‘suppliants’ (e.g. they had 
taken seats in the ron). Now they 
were to arm themselves with the sup- 
pliant’s olive or laurel branch, filleted 
with wool (ἱκετηρίην, sc. ῥάβδον; cp. NevKo- 
orepeis ἱκτηρίας, Aischyl. Suppl. 192) ; 
op. Hermann-Stark, . Alterth. 
(1858) p. 138. 

6. τοῖσι "A wr: Hdt. doubtless 
understands the term of the θεοπρόποι, 
and supposes them not to have left 
Delphi or reported to the Athenians at 
home the doleful response obtained. 
The exact interval between the two 
responses Hdt. does not indicate: was 
it hours, or days, or longer? Was the 
first response not conveyed to Athens, 
or perhaps to Salamis, before the second 
was emitted? Or had the two Theoroi 
directions (from Themistokles) to move 
heaven and earth in order to obtain a 
Delphic sanction for the plan of remain- 
ing at Salamis and there doing battle f 
The first response supports the plan, 
afterwards ascribed tothe Peloponnesians, 
of the complete evacuation of Attica and 
Salamis, and the transfer of the Athenians 
to the Peloponnese ; the second favours 
the plan of those in Athens who were 
determined to make a stand at Salamis 
(and even perhaps upon the mainland). 
These responses can only be dated in 
reason to the days or weeks when that 


5 χρῆσθαι B || ws ἱκέτας del. van H. 
9 μενέομεν B, Stein! 2, Holder, van H. et al. 


10 δὲ erasum in A (‘ forsan 


strategic question was the dominant and 
urgent one. It is conceivable that 
Delphi delivered two contradictory direc- 
tious on two successive days; but it 
seems not unlikely that a more consider- 
able interval separated the two responses, 
during which Themistokles contrived, 
by one means or another, to adjust the 
wires at Delphi. It is a frappant in- 
consequence in the story of Salamis 
that Themistokles is not represented as 
making any use of these responses in 
his arguments with Eurybiades and the 
Peloponnesians (8. 60). The proper in- 
ference therefrom is, not that these are 
mere vaticinta eventum, and the 
whole story of the Athenian ¢heoria to 
Delphi a later fiction, but that Hat. 
follows in different parts of his narrative 
different sources, without troubling to 
consider their mutual bearings. 

9. αὐτοῦ τῇδε μένομεν ἔστ᾽ ἂν καὶ 
Linc ridds τὰν ere the supplication on be- 
half of Athens and Attica (περὶ τῆς 
πατρίδος, not of course ‘ Hellas’) contains 
a threat of ‘‘sitting dharna,” which 
apparently is effectual ; cp. Maine, Zarly 
Institutions, pp. 40, etc. Orestes ap. 
Eurip. [phig. in Taur. 972 ff. applies 
the same method of compulsion: πρόσθεν 
ἀδύτων éxradels, νῆστις βορᾶς, ἐπώμοσ᾽ 
αὐτοῦ βίον ἀπορρήξειν θανών, εἰ μή με 
σώσει Φοῖβος, ὅς μ᾽ ἀπώλεσεν. The present 
is more forcible than the future (cp. ath 


Crit.). Stein cps. co, 235, 286, 9. 
46, etc 

10. ταῦτα δὲ t resumes «al 
λέγουσι : cp. ο. 186 δεύτερά σῴι λέγουσι 
τάδε. . λέγουσι δὲ αὐτοῖσι ταῦτα. 

12. ἐξιλάσασθαι : the preposition is 
emphatic. Whether the intercessory 


Oo 
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σοὶ δὲ τόδ᾽ αὗτις ἔπος ἐρέω ἀδάμαντ 


ἀδάμαντι πελάσσας. 


Sa dias Ghd ices for Rae odpos 
ἐντὸς ἔχει κευθμών te Κιθαιρῶνος ξαθέοιο, 

τεῖχος Τριτογενεῖ ξύλινον διδοῖ εὐρύοπα Ζεὺς 
μοῦνον ἀπόρθητον τελέθειν, τὸ σὲ τέκνα T ὀνήσει. 
μηδὲ σύ γ᾽ ἱπποσύνην te μένειν καὶ πεζὸν ἰόντα 


πολλὸν ἀπ᾽ ἠπείρου στρατὸν ἥσυχος, 
νῶτον ἐπιστρέψας" ἔτι Toi ποτε κἀντίος « 


ἀλλ᾽ ὑποχωρεῖν 


ὦ θείη Σαλαμίς, ἀπολεῖς δὲ σὺ τέκνα γυναικῶν 
ἢ που σκιδναμένης Δημήτερος ἢ συνιούσης. 


21 νότον B || ἔτι οἱ ἢ Stein? approb, van H. 


prayer of Pallas is merely metaphorical, 
or whether the goddess is believed to be 
truly interceding on behalf of Athens, 
is te to question ; at “ rate Olympian 
is regarded at Delphi as omni- 
«δεν τ or at least eds directing 
the course of human a 
14. ἀδάμαντι πελάσσας: Blakesley 
takes ᾿Αδάμας as an epithet of Zeus, 
‘having approached the Inflexible One.’ 
Apollo in any case is speaking (mase, 


weddooas), but, infer alia, this ares 


"tnd Athen a ων 


presents, or 
tween penne 


πελάσσας (sc. τύδ᾽ Gros), ' 
I have made as of steel, that shall never 
SPR cs cia inh σε 

1 1 nge, in, 

and others make οὖρος τε ὅρος, and under- 
stand simply the Akropolis, a view not 
taken by any of the Athenians of the 
time, cp. ¢ 142 infra; Rawlinson and 
others, ofpos=Spos, so that K. &= 
Attica, and Kithairon simply resumes: 


the chief feature of the Attic phomadaty οἱ on 


the landjside. Or better still, perhap 


οὖρος (=8pos) might stand genera ly Ha ᾿ 
the πόλις, the whole city; cp. Philochoros | 


ap. Strabon, 397 Κέκροπα πρῶτον εἰς 
δώδεκα πύλεις συνοικίσαι τὸ πλῆθος ὧν 
ὀνόματα Kexporla Τετράπολις "Eraxpla 
κτὰ. Cp. Etym, M. 352 τὴν τῶν πολιτῶν, 
ἐποικίαν ἀφ' ἑαυτοῦ Κεκροπίαν προση- 


όρευσε. 
‘6. κευθμών : recessus, vallis, Pind. Py, 
9, 34 ὀρέων κευθμῶνα: ἔχει σκιοέντων : : It. 


101. (70.) 4 wal wore τὸν τρικαράνου Πτωΐου 
κευθμῶνα κατέσχεθε (Rumpel, Lex 
rs 
ιθαιρῶνος : cp. 9. 19 infra, 

17. pg ah ie. Athene, 4. 

180. 8. epithet here might be ao 
merely a poetic or metrical convenience, 
for the word probably meant ‘born of 
water’ (see L. R. Farnell, Cults of the 
Greek States, i, 266), th it must be 
admitted that Themistokles makes no 
use of this etymology in his exegesis. 


: demonstrative ? or relative ἢ 
Treddfew!? or the 


: the abstract for the 
BA sa in Homer, ‘horsemanship.’ 
Baehr remarks that this oracle imitates 
the Epic style, but is destitute of the 
native colour of the Epos. 

22, ὦ θείη wls κτλ. : these two 
celebrated lines follow immediately and 
naturally upon the promise ἔτι wore 
ante ἔσσῃ, bag ὮΝ are yore an 
authentic part of the original response, 
which. therefore, can only have been 
framed at a time when the possibility 
of an engagement at Salamis was evident, 
and the plan was being pressed ; i.e. 
after Thermopylai- ‘temision. δέ. its 
position is justified by the projection “of 
the vocative. Ὁ 

38. ἢ πον σκιδναμένης A 4 

ns, generally interpreted ‘ either 
in the time of : sowing, or gathering in 
the harvest.’ Baehr observed, however, 
that the exact meaning of the line is far 
from clear. σκίδνασθαι is frequent in 
Ltiad and Odys yssey, but never used of 
scattering | seed, but of crowds Slaps, 
dL 1. 487 ete. ᾿ of spray, ὑψόσε δ' ἄχνη 
Ξϑκίδναται, 1. i. 808; of dust, tye δ᾽ 
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εἶναι, συγγραψάμενοει ἀπαλλάσσοντο ἐς tas ᾿Αθήνας. ὡς δὲ 
ἀπελθόντες οἱ θεοπρόποι ἀπήγγελλον ἐς τὸν δῆμον, γνῶμαι 
καὶ ἄλλαι πολλαὶ γίνονται διζημένων τὸ μαντήιον καὶ aide 
συνεστηκυῖαι μάλιστα" τῶν πρεσβυτέρων ἔλεγον μετεξέτεροι 5 
δοκέειν σφίσι τὸν θεὸν τὴν ἀκρόπολιν χρῆσαι περιέσεσθαι. 
ἡ γὰρ ἀκρόπολις τὸ πάλαι τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων ῥηχῷ ἐπέφρακτο. 





142. 2 ἀπηΐεσαν ἐς ἀθήνας 8 
4 ἐγίνοντο Bz 


τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων del. Cobet 


ἄελλα Σκίδναται, Jl. 16. 875; of a 
fountain, or well, in a garden, ἀνὰ κῆπον 
ἄπαντα Σκίδναται, Od. 7. 180. In the 
Hymn to Demeter 277, from the ents 
of the goddess herself ὀδμὴ δ᾽ ἱμερόεσσα 
. . Σκίδνατο. In all these cases there is 
a sense of dispersion, diffusion, dissipa- 
tion. Still more strained is the inter- 
pretation of Δημήτερος συνιούσης of the 
gathering in of the harvest. Even if 
Δημήτηρ σκίδναται could mean ‘ the seed 
is being sown,’ could Δημήτηρ σύνεισι (or 
συνέρχεται) mean ‘the harvest is being 
gathered’? (On σκίδνασθαι op. 8. 28.) 

At least it may be worth while to 
suggest that the reference in the line is 
not generally to springtime and autumn, 
but definitely to the date of the Eleu- 
sinian Mysteries, which coincided with 
the battle of Salamis. Perhape the 
allusion in the line is to something in 
the ritual] ; or, if ‘ Demeter’ might stand 
for the ‘Demeter-worshipper or the 
Mystai, the line might simply mean 
that the battle should take place either 
when the worshippers were assembling 
or dispersing. Cp. 8. 65. 

142. 2. might seem to 
imply that the response was audibly 
delivered, and subsequently written down 
at the request of the consultants; but 
what then of the previous response, of 
the same length! If not written, how 
was it preserved The word here cannot 
be pressed, least of all in the interests of 
a meticulous chronology. 

8. τὸν δῆμον: i.e. the Ekklesia. The 
first report would inevitably have been 
made to the Boule, which is here, 
aha included, or presupposed. 

4. διζη , ‘of persons trying to 
interpret. δίζησθαι, a not uncommon 
word in Hdt. (c. 103 supra), found also 
in Herakleitos, Demokritos, Lucian. 
retains the long penultimate vowel 


8 οἱ θεοπρόποι secl. van H. 


6 σφίσι Stein, van H.: ode codd., Holder 7 


ruby ee (cp. ἄημαι, κίχημαι). Weir 

Smyth, Jonic, p. 483, regards it as the 
rose and δίζομαι as the poetic form. 
Pe δίζω (in the oracle), Hdt. Po 65. 

. συνεστηκνῖαι, ‘in conflict,’ ‘o 
posed,” a neap from battle, 
wrestling. Cp. 8. 142 for’ ἂν ὁ πόλεμος 
ὅδε συνεστήκῃ : 8. 79 συνεστηκότων δὲ 
τῶν στρατηγῶν : 132 συνεστήκεε δὲ : 
τῇ γνώμῃ ἡ Τοβρύεω: 6. 108 τοὺς ᾿Αθη- 
ναίους ἔχειν πόνου: συνεστεῶτας Βοιωτοῖσι : 
1. 208 γνῶμαι μὲν αὗται συνέστασαν. 

τῶν = : the younger 
men do not appear to have had any say 
in the matter. It was not usual at 
Athens for a man under thirty to address 
the Ekklesia. Cp. Telfy, C.J. A. §§ 


138-9. 

7. pane aro: at what date 
exactly does Hat. mean to say that the 
Athenian Akropolis was (had been) 

rotected by a ‘wood’ or ‘thorn’? 
8 τὸ πάλαι relative to the occasion 
described, or to the date of composition ? 
Is the pluperfect of the verb to be inter- 
preted strictly, and in relation to the 
recorded occasion, or loosely and in 
relation to the (time of) record? Is it 
assumed that the ῥηχός was a thing of 
the past, at the time of Salamis, or only 
in the days of Hdt.! Do the verb and 
tense refer simply to the original act of 
fortification, or to a continued state, or 
condition of defensibility? It seems 
rather to be implied that the ῥηχός was 
in existence at the time of Salamis (even 
if out of repair, 8. 51, but cp. note 
ad 4.), and was interpreted to be τὸ 
ξυλινὸν τεῖχος. The elder men in 480 B.c. 
could remember the sieges of the Akro- 
polis in 511-8 s.c. (cp. 5. 64, 72). This 
remark, then, is the historian’s own ; 
but the πάλαι is in contrast, not merely 
to the writer's present, but to the date 
of the response, though the pluperfect 


HPOAOTOY VII 


of μὲν δὴ [κατὰ τὸν φραγμὸν] συνεβάλλοντο τοῦτο τὸ 
ξύλινον τεῖχος εἶναι, οἱ 8 αὖ ἔλεγον τὰς νέας σημαίνειν τὸν 
10 θεόν, καὶ ταύτας παραρτέεσθαι ἐκέλευον τὰ ἄλλα ἀπέντας. 
τοὺς ὧν δὴ τὰς νέας λέγοντας εἶναι τὸ ξύλινον τε 
ἔσφαλλε ἔπεα δύο τὰ τελευταῖα ῥηθέντα ὑπὸ τῆς Πυθίης, 
ὦ θείη Σαλαμίς, ἀπολεῖς δὲ σὺ τέκνα γυναικῶν 
ἤ που σκιδναμένης Δημήτερος ἢ συνιούσης. 
τς κατὰ ταῦτα τὰ ἔπεα συνεχέοντο αἱ γνῶμαι τῶν φαμένων τὰς 
νέας τὸ ξύλινον τεῖχος εἶναι" οἱ γὰρ χρησμολόγοι ταὔτῃ 
ταῦτα ἐλάμβανον, ὡς ἀμφὶ Σαλαμῖνα δεῖ σφεας ἑσσωθῆναι 
143 ναυμαχίην παρασκευασαμένους. ἦν δὲ τῶν τις ᾿Αθηναΐων 
ἀνὴρ ἐς πρώτους νεωστὶ παριών, τῷ οὔνομα μὲν » Bepe- 
8 κατὰ τὸν φραγμὸν secl, Gomperz, Stein? ἢ} συνεβάλοντο Β 13 


ἔπεα δύο τὰ Stein! a8 . τὰ δύο τὰ codd., eth Holder: ra δύο Grea τὰ 
van H, 143. i ἕην codd. 
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does not that the ῥηχός was no νεῖν don; 8. 10, The irnpanlent 


στον in exisene = yt ne ve 
exact meaning o χ not 
Ἰ. fe ethos ‘or ‘wild olive’? 
In any case it evidently suggests some 
kind of fortification, palisade, of wood, 
Just as the outer door of a student's 
rooms at Oxford is called “an oak” 
apse so payés might at Athens 
pt a σταύρωμα (cp. Rawlinson), 

But what was its relation to 
τεῖχος (cp. 5. 64)? 


Ὗ istinct from the 


tical with 
it (a name from a still older time for it)? 
8. To, *conjectu ; Cp. 
5. Ζ' 6. 107, cc. 24 supra, 184, 187 infra. 
, ot 8 αὖ: sc, τῶν πρεσβυτέρων, but 
pera οἱ νεώτεροι oo with them, 
: Ὁ. 20 
2. “trip 
‘disturbed.’ Why! ‘he lines a) 
to foretell a defeat at Salamis, w 
ge wall’ was to cor ho 4, — 
y the va γυναικῶν. shou ave 
been assumed to —s. aoe 


᾿ 


supra. 
up,’ ‘upset, 


peared 


15. Rha ‘were πεν αν 
‘were put to confusion." Op. 8. 99, and 


for a more literal use c. 115. supra, and 


4.127. The mental metaphor is as old 
as Homer; cp. J?. 9. 612, 24, 358 ; Od. 
8. 139. 
16, The 
‘took,’ ie. ‘ 


the Πελασ- 


ile the 


ιρησμολόγοι, th ‘experts, ἱ 
= τορι, the oracle Η cp. 


here might be emphasized. 
ef eee ar accus. εἶπ... is 

pe aps rather vaguer than ΓΝ 

140), and with a sense of motion thither 
(Salamis is not Athens, nor Attica.) 
Cp. with ee dative next "Αθηναίων 

143. 1. δὲ τῶν τις 
ἁνήρ is emphatic, ve 1, 

Apel: sagen” predicative (cp. 


which had an bi 

previously, 
“Apxav in 493 B.c., while the Archontate 
was still an elective office ; p20 Thue, 
1, 93. 8, "AO. π. 22. 5, ν ἴο 
the front rank’ (of citizens 
found in Homer: ΝΠ, 15, διὰ δ woivealh 
, Od, 6. 60 μετὰ πρώτοισιν 


themistoklea, son of 
N πες παὶ more ton of Th and Spee So = and 
‘not to suggest a γραφὴ ξενίας. Themi- 
stokles was already gathered Ὁ his 
fathers, or rather buried as to his 
‘mortality in the market-place of Mag- 


wy. ποδία (Th rel 1. 188. 4), when this pass- 


ΓΗ was first written (aye, well before 
dt, ’ began his literary career). Hat. 
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στοκλέης, παῖς δὲ Νεοκλέος ἐκαλέετο. 


198 
οὗτος ὡνὴρ οὐκ ἔφη 


πᾶν ὀρθῶς τοὺς χρησμολόγους συμβάλλεσθαι, λέγων τοιάδε" 
εἰ ἐς ᾿Αθηναίους εἶχε τὸ Gros εἰρημένον ἐόντως, οὐκ ἂν οὕτω ς 
μὲν δοκέειν ἠπίως χρησθῆναι, ἀλλὰ ὧδε “ὦ σχετλίη Σαλαμίς" 
ἀντὶ τοῦ “ὦ θείη Σαλαμίς, εἴ πέρ γε ἔμελλον οἱ οἰκήτορες 
ἀμφ᾽ αὐτῇ τελευτήσειν " ἀλλὰ γὰρ ἐς τοὺς πολεμίους τῷ θεῷ 


εἰρῆσθαι τὸ χρηστήριον συλλαμβάνοντι κατὰ τὸ ὀρθόν, 
παρασκευάζεσθαε ὧν αὐτοὺς ὡς ναυμαχή- 


οὐκ ἐς ᾿Αθηναίους. 


ἀλλ᾽ 


σοντας συνεβούλευε, ὡς τούτον ἐόντος τοῦ ξυλίνου τείχεος. 
ταύτῃ Θεμιστοκλέος ἀποφαινομένον ᾿Αθηναῖοι ταῦτα σφίσι 


ἔγνωσαν αἱρετώτερα εἶναι μᾶλλον ἢ τὰ τῶν χρησμολόγων, οἵ 


οὐκ ἔων ναυμαχίην ἀρτέεσθαι, τὸ δὲ σύμπαν εἰπεῖν οὐδὲ 


5 ἔπος a: πάθος B || ἐόντως Reiske: ἐόν κως [| οὕτως ἡμῖν B: οὕτω 


62 


7 ἀντὶ... Σαλαμίς del. Cobet approb. Holder, van H. 
θεμιστοκλέους a || ἀθηναίοις B || σφίσι Stein: σφι 


13 
13 μᾶλλον om. β 


14 εἰπεῖν Stein?®: εἶπαι Gomperz, Holder, van H.: εἶναι codd., Stein! 


does not preserve the name of Themis- 
tokles’ mother (as of Perikles’, 6. 131), 
whether she was Thracian, or Halikar- 
nassian (Plutarch, Them. 1), or, it may 
be, Athenian. Neither does Hdt. re- 
present him as a novus homo. This 
pessage is in no way to the discredit of 

emistokles; on the contrary, he is 
introduced with a flourish of trumpets. 
Hdt. has but just entered on his account 
of the Greek preparations with a report 
of the Delphic responses to Athens, and 
brings Themistokles upon the scene as a 
brilliant and sagacious diviner (μάντις δ᾽ 
ἄριστος ὅστις εἰκάζει καλῶς Eurip. ap. 
Plutarch. Mor. 432= Frag. 963 Nauck), 
putting the experts to shame, and as 
author previously of the self-denying 
ordinance which gave the silver surplus 
for a patriotic experiment. 


8. οὐκ ἔφη wav. They were right 
about there being a vavpay(n, but wrong 
about its being a defeat (ὁσσωθῆναι). 

4, συμ : not very differen 
from λαμβάνειν τὰν and συλλαμβάνειν 
infra ; cp. 6. 142 ll. 8, 16 supra. 

5. ἐς A@nvalovs εἶχε τὸ bros - 


μένον ἐόντως. Stein takes εἶχε εἰρημένον 
as simply a periphrasis for εἴρητο (Le. 
εἶχε = fv), quoting in support 3. 48 
ὕβρισμα ἐς τούτους εἶχε γενόμενον. The 
adverb perhaps enforces this rendering. 
Cp. App. Crit. But the order of the 
words here is noticeable (ἔχειν és, cP. 6. 
180 supra), and the point would be 
clearer without the participle. 


VOL. I PT. I 


6. cannot refer to Themistokles 
as abject of δοκέειν (Abicht), for that 
construction would require αὐτός. It 
must stand for τὸ éros, however harsh 
the construction, which goes rather 
beyond 6. 82 (even if μὲν there is right, 
and ΠΕΡ Gad to τὸ “Apyos). But 

it. 


op. App. 

- τῷ ‘settlers,’ ‘occupants,’ 
cp. 2 108, 4. 9, 85, Thuc. 1. 2 38, 
2. 27.1, 8. 92. δ. The uses in Aischyl., 
Soph., Eurip. gain point from seeing 
that οἰκήτωρ means not ‘inhabitant’ in 
the ordinary sense, but ‘settler.’ The 
Athenians in Salamis were ‘kleruchs.’ 
(L. & ing Sera ee, βάν ᾿ 

8. ᾿ αὐτῇ 8 ition, thoug 

a. taken (Stein 


rtant nit ocr for a 
battle off Euboia wo not be ἀμφὶ 
Σαλαμῖνα or Σαλαμῖνι: 8 fresh proof that 
this nse cannot have been procured 
before the +p gfe sma 

14. : op. App. 
Crit. It is plain that there was a party 
in Athens, headed or a tpi by the 
χρησμολόγοι, in favour of following the 
precedent of Teos and Phokaia in 546 
BC. (cp. 1. 164-8), abandoning their 
country (ἡ πατρίς c. 141 supra) and 
finding a new home beyond the seas, 
Such a project is practically inconceiv- 
able in 482 B.c. (where Stein dates the 
oracles), or even in 480 B.c. before the 


ο 
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15 χεῖρας ἀνταείρεσθαι, ἀλλὰ ἐκλιπόντας χώρην “τὴν ᾿Αττικὴν 
144 ἄλλην τινὰ οἰκίζειν. ἑτέρη τε Θεμιστοκλέι γνώμη ἔμπροσθε 
ται καιρὸν ἠρίστευσε, ὅτε ᾿Αθηναίοισι γενομένων χρη- 
μάτων μεγάλων ἐν τῷ κοινῷ, τὰ ἐκ τῶν μετάλλων ode 
προσῆλθε τῶν ἀπὸ Λαυρείου, ἔμελλον λάξεσθαι πέδοι 
ς ἕκαστος δέκα δραχμάς. τότε Θεμιστοκλέης ἀνέγνωσε ᾿Αθη- 
ναίους τῆς διαιρέσιος ταύτης παυσαμένους νέας τούτων τῶν 
χρημάτων π' ποιήσασθαι διηκοσίας ἐς τὸν πόλεμον, τὸν πρὸς 


144. ὃ ἐκ τῶν κοινῶν BPs 4 λαυρίου B || λέξεσθαι B: λάζεσθαι 
@ Il τ aatpatla ὀρχιδὸν ABI: ἡβηδὸν d 5 ἕκαστος del. Cobet, 
is a Β 7 διηκοσίας vide comment. infra || és 
re B 


collapse of the defence at Artemision- 
Thermopylai. Themistokles himself 
kept that plan in reserve to force a 
battle in the Straits; cp. 8. 62 ¢ ; 
and it may be that the idea had 
formulated long before as a possibility, 
if the worst came to the worst. It 
might even be older than the days of 
Marathon. But that it was shape! 
φῶς ἐιοκβιι in Athens before a blow 

struck in 480 B.c. is (me iudice) 
incredible. 


but not so 
date the 
νώμη to the same year as the ψήφισμα 
and accept from ‘ Aristot.’ "A@. πολ. 22. 
7 the year 483-2 B.c. as the of the 
‘Naval Law.’ πον ipceeee vo tha 
ever, been wor or years, 
to carry his iat,” Baokr, indeed, dated 
this pro back to 493 5.0. in con- 
nexion with the archonship and the 
τ cates i (Thue. 1. 93. 8). But 
Thucydi 


(nor elsewhere), and in 1. 14. 3 rather 


144. 1, yo eae τα 
very long before, if τὸς οἷ 


™man was to receive 10 


does not mention it there 


᾿ δέκα Spa - It had 
e practice of the greene τί το to 
divide rere noe ee 
mines, 3. 5 sl practice ὯΝ 
rave obtained at Athens {παυσαμένους 
ra, but cp, note). If the number 
of Athenian olsinems was (conventi ) 
sesh at 30,000 (5. 97) and 
rachmai, the 
total sum to be divided 50 talents. 
Whether that was mere surplus or ἊΣ 
income does not clearly ep: οὔτινος 
πολ, 1.0, περιεγένετο τῇ λει τάλαντα 
ἑκατὸν ἐκ τῶν acy That may re- 
present the accumulation of two years. 
100 talents would only provide 100 
ships, which is, in fact, the number 
given by the ᾿Αθην. πολ. But the 
Athenians had a (standing) fleet of 50-70 
vessels already i in the Aiginetan war. 
: Ionic d=Attic η, Weir- 
Smyth, p. 135. 


apparently a ἅπαξ Aey,, 
op. | κα, ete., obviously means 
ΕΝ and enforces 


favours a date after Marathon. On the 
amerne of this on ep. B. ery a 
Philosophical Theory of the State (1899), 
pp. 114 f. 
4. : 8 financial term, OP. 
πρόσοδος. 


τῶν ἀπὸ ἰνίον looks rather like 


. vias pad tase τῶν χρημάτων ποι 
eta genitivus pretin. ᾿Αϑ. π. 7 
gives a somewhat suspicious account of 
the agency employed in the matter, as if 
100 s ships could be built without any 
one’s _knowing, The figure 
here is suspicious. It is Hdt.'s total 
a gare τὰ (χρήματα) ἀπὸ A. would for the Athenian contingent in 480 B.c., 
have been less curious ; Plutarch, Them. but he seems here to make it a specific 
4 has Laureion ; "8. πολ. 22. 7 has item in the psephism οἱ Themi 
τὰ μέταλλα τὰ ἐν “Μαρωνείᾳ. ‘That icy was probably a προβούλευμα 
this ‘Maroneia’ was in Attika (ποῖ before the ἐκκλησία in due form. 200 
in Thrace) is clear from Harpokration talents would have been necessary to 
sub v. There had been apparently an provide 200 ships, which, on Hdt,'s own 
extension of the ‘mining ; cp. Kenyon figures above, would have taken four 
"AO. π.3 (1892) ad 1... On the mines years. See further, Appendix IIT. §4 
at Laureion generally ep. J. J. Binder, und note 1. 11 infra. 
Laurion, Laibach, 1895. > 7. τὸν signer οὖν ἀπο 
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τῶν] Ta ἀμείνω φρονεόντων καὶ διδόντων σφίσι 

πίστιν, ἐνθαῦτα ἐδόκεε βουλευομένοισι αὐτοῖσι π 

5 χρημάτων πάντων καταλλάσσεσθαι τάς τε ae 
κατ᾽ τα ἄπονοι ἐόντας eg ἦσαν δὲ us 


ἄλλους Τἐγκεχρημένοι, ὁ 


4 αὐτοῖσι ἘΕΈΞΕΗΞΕΣ Β: αὐτοῖσι del. Kallenberg 
7 ἐγκεχρημένοι codd.,, Stein: ἐγκεκ 
aut ἐγκεχριμμένοι Reiske, συγκεκρημένοι Cobet, 


om. B 


δ πάντων 


peep ee 


μένοι που quorum ite aii approb, Holder, nihil autem van H. 


Hat, does not sensi the pce me 
exact time, dy eg open ; 

sit n e 
be in season, but its Laan ill 


ede Sua pal ἐς τὴν Sinker 
wo vorTa 

tue not be pressed into yielding a later 
date (in the fying of 4800.) at tine be 
when the al stone from Hdt. to 
be the rendezvous of meetin 
(ep. ὃ, 175 énjra). sein and others) 
take the Isthmos to be the place of 
meeting here also. The πρόβουλοι τῆς 
Ἑλλάδος appear as meeting at the 
Isthmos in c. 172 infra (probably in 
the spring of 480 8.c., cp. notes ad 7.) ; 
but we have here to do with an earlier 
meeting, probably in the autumn of 481 
B.c,, and even if alliance between 8] 

and Athens had already been formed, or 
had already subsisted > an ba sis 
meeting appears as the constitutive 
(διδόντων λόγον καὶ πίστιν) ἃ and 
may ver 

in the Hellenion, probably the norme 
meeting - place for the Lakedaimonian 
Symmachy. rycrmaged here Rested 
was something more than an ording 


(aye prepeed 


᾿ περ ' . 
tion is to be taken. as a Σ μουν tt the Γ ἜΡΟΝ, πο not ‘represen 


act ‘the 
well have been held at ‘Sp = ie | 


Se tg Crit. εν 172 infra (τῶν πολίων 


Ἑλλάδα) the an of the words oaree 
doubt that is there used causally, 


tp Pe h with the accusative, wha 


first resolution they came to was one in 
favour of a general amnesty, or 
tion all round (ἐχθρῶν 


here : ‘(sespen ded) Bor ‘cach for the 
time '—but not permanently composed : 
(iv.) L. & S. seem to think it might 
come from w=éyxpaiw (cp. δ. 75) 
and mean ‘there were (had been) wars 


undertaken,’ but ss pbb (like Baehr) 


of Reiske’s co 


jecture éy« 
χειρέειν), which 


‘Schweighaeuser ee ee 


Εν taking ἐγκεχρημένοι to ie a 
word. 


icopated form of that ray.) 

γένος conjectures (cp. nd ‘mor Grit.) 
Reiske’s fr αν has fo 

pees 


A and 
ae this 


reading of the text is sound, | but i ms wens; Thebes perhaps was. 
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Αὐγινήτῃσι. μετὰ δὲ πυνθανόμενοι Ἐξέρξην σὺν τῷ στρατῷ 


εἶναι ἐν Σάρδισι, ἐβουλεύσαντο κατασκόπους πέμπειν ἐς τὴν 
᾿Ασίην τῶν βασιλέος πρηγμάτων, ἐς "Αργος τε ἀγγέλους το 
ὁμαιχμίην συνθησομένους πρὸς τὸν Πέρσην, καὶ ἐς Σικελίην 
ἄλλους πέμπειν παρὰ Γέλωνα τὸν Δεινομένεος ἔς τε Κέρκυραν 
κελεύσοντας βοηθέειν τῇ Ἑλλάδι, καὶ ἐς Κρήτην ἄλλους, 
φροντίσαντες εἴ κως ὅν τε γένοιτο τὸ Ἑλληνικὸν καὶ εἐ 
σνγκύψαντες τὠυτὸ πρήσσοιεν πάντες, ὡς δεινῶν ἐπιόντων τς 


ὁμοίως πᾶσι Ἕλλησι. 


τὰ δὲ Γέλωνος πρήγματα μεγάλα 


ἐλέγετο εἶναι, οὐδαμῶν ᾿Ελληνικῶν τῶν οὐ πολλὸν μέζω. 


Ὡς δὲ ταῦτά σφι ἔδοξε, καταλυσάμενοι τὰς ἔχθρας πρῶτα 146 


μὲν κατασκόπους πέμπουσι ἐς τὴν ᾿Ασίην ἄνδρας τρεῖς. οἵ 


11 ὁμαιχμίην rea 


12 πέμπειν del. Cobet approb. Holder, van H. 


14 φροντίσαντες Stein®: φρονήσαντες codd., Stein! 3, del. Cobet, van H. || 


γενοίατο B || εἰ aSV: οἱ R: del. Cobet, Holder, van H. 


Stein? 


8. μετὰ δέ: how long after Hat. 
unfortunately does not specify. It may 
have been at the same meeting; it ma 
have been at a subsequent meeting, an 
even perhaps at a meeting held at a 
uo ies The nega of the 
resh synchronism ( σὺν τῷ 
στρατῷ εἶναι ἐν Σάρδισι) might favour 
an interval, or might simply be explana- 
tory of the next resolution. 

9. κατασκ The story of their 
ne follows immediately, c. 146. 

10. és "Ἄργος : cp. cc. 148-52 injra. 
Aipelhove<ancoBeu. δ c. 1 

11. ὁμαιχμίη: a poetical or archaic 
word for συμμαχίη, cp. ἡ αἰχμή (= 
πόλεμοι) c. 152 infra, alxuh 5. 94, τὸ 
μεταίχμιον 6. 77, 112, 8. 140, αἰχμάλωτος 
9. 76. 

le ‘against,’ cp. c. 152 tnfra ; 
contr. τὴν πρὸς τοὺς Ἕλληνας συμμαχίην, 
ς. 149 infra. 

ἐς Σικελίην ἄλλονε: cp. co. 153 ff, 
visiting Korkyra en route. 

13. te Κρήτην ἄλλους, cc. 169 ff. 
The number of ambassadors is not 
stated. In the only case where details 
are given there appear to be one 
Spartan and one Athenian; cp. c. 161 
infra. 

14, vres: the aorist marks a 
particular, and the grandest, instance of 
their general policy and mental attitude 
σὲ ἀμείνω φρονεόντων) But cp. App. 

rit. 
τὸ ᾿Ἑλληνικόν : cp. 8. 144. 


15 πρήξαιεν $ 


17 twv: ὅτεων Cobet (‘non male’ Baehr), van H. 


15. συγκ , ‘put their heads 
together’; cp. 8. 82 φιλίαι δὲ ἰσχυραί" 
ol γὰρ κακοῦντες τὰ κοινὰ κύψαντες 
ποιεῦσι. The meaning to toil, ‘bend 
double,’ is later; as in S. Luk. 18. 11, 
etc. The formula here records the moat 
generous and general effort ever made to 
unite the whole Hellenic name and 
nation in one common cause; it was 
only a partial success, but it served its 
immediate pu and bequeathed a 
great ideal of pan-Hellenism to subse- 


uent generations; cp. 8. 144 infra. 
: Be δεινῶν ey i ὁμοίως πᾶσι 


“Ἕλλησι: the words seem to reco 
consciously or unconsciously, that the 
Western Greeks were being threatened 


in like manner, and not merely in the 
long run. Such, indeed, was the case, 
mh ἡ the story of the embassy to Gelon, 
which Hdt. subsequently prefers (co. 
157-62), ignores the point, and treats 
the danger to the Sikeliotes as 
constructive or consequential. Cp. Ap- 
pendix II. § 6. 

17. οὐδαμῶν Ἑλληνικῶν τῶν οὐ πολλὸν 

: a rather curious phrase. οὐδαμῶν 

Ἑλληνικῶν appears to be attracted into 
the case of τῶν (as if we had οὐδαμὰ ᾿Ἑλλη- 
νικὰ ἣν τῶν οὐ πολλὸν μέζω ἐλέγετο εἶναι 
τὰ Γέλωνος πρήγματα). Or again, οὐδαμῶν 
τῶν ol = πάντων, ΟΡ. οὐδὲν ὅτι οὐκ ὑπίσχετο, 
ὅ. 97. 8.0 that Stein observes here τῶν 
=6rewy, and Cobet actually od a 
οὐδαμῶν . . ὅτεων od: cp. App. rit. 

146. 2. κατασκόπους. . ἄνδρας rpets: 
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δὲ ἀπικόμενοί te ἐς Σάρδις καὶ καταμαθόντες τὴν βασιλέος 
στρατιήν, ὡς ἐπάιστοι ἐγένοντο, βασανισθέντες ὑπὸ τῶν 
5 στρατηγῶν τοῦ πεζοῦ στρατοῦ ἀπήγοντο ὡς ἀπολεόμενοι. 
καὶ τοῖσι μὲν κατεκέκριτο θάνατος, Ξέρξης δὲ ὡς ἐπύθετο 
ταῦτα, μεμφθεὶς τῶν στρατηγῶν τὴν γνώμην πέμπει τῶν 
τινας δορυφόρων, ἐντειλάμενος, ἣν καταλάβωσι τοὺς κατα- 
σκόπους ζῶντας, ἄγειν παρ᾽ ἑωυτόν, ὡς δὲ ἔτι 

10 αὐτοὺς κατ ov καὶ ἧγον ἐς ὄψιν τὴν βασιλέος, τὸ ἐνθεῦτεν 
πυθόμενος ἐπ᾿ οἷσι ἦλθον, ἐκέλευε σφέας τοὺς ) 
περιάγοντας ἐπιδείκνυσθαι πάντα te τὸν πεζὸν στρατὸν a 
τὴν ἵππον, ἐπεὰν δὲ ταῦτα θηεύμενοι ἔωσι whine, ἀπο- 

147 πέμπειν. ἐς τὴν ἂν αὐτοὶ ἐθέλωσι χώρην ἀσινέας, ἐπιλέγων 


146. 5 ἀξ Stein’, van Η.: ἀπολούμενοι α, Stein! : ἀπυλέύ. 


μένοι B, Holder 7 τὴν “γνώμην τῶν στρατηγῶν B 10 ἤγαγον B, 
Holder, van H. 11 ἐκέλευσε B, van H. 12 ἐπιδεικνύναι Cobet, 


van H. 13 ἐπὴν α 


this story would be more credible had whole forces of the king were massed at 
the names and cities of the ‘spies’ been Sardes in the year 481-80 πα. : cp. πάντα 
opiates Were they all partans? τε τὸν πεζὸν στρατὸν καὶ τὴν ἵππον infra. 
was there one Spartan with two 4. ὡς ἐπάιστοι ἐγένοντο : the method 
Athenians? Or were they from three οἵ pee te requires statement; who 
different states? Or how were they betrayed them! If these ‘spies’ were 


describable? The confederate Greeks ias ona Boulis, they made ἰὐ μος 
would surely have had many sources of pace wood 
information open to them in Asia, but ὑπὸ τῶν . 


Ψ 


Sendneiane 
they might well have wished to be in- Schweighaeuser and Baehr deny * : 
that 


formed b trustworthy emissaries of their 
own, and it would doubtless have been sha wet peep frees shows 


easy for ene Greeks to have haunted actual torture; but In this ‘Sonam the 
the Persian all alon ih τα ircumstances are such that torture was 
that the Greek μ" jects of the kingdid | Thue. 7, 86, 4, 8. 92. 2, 
not betray them. Such a mission, and ‘The names of the Persian commanders, 
more than one, there may have been ; c. 82 supra, This story ἀεί οτος 
but the prod of these anonymous spies κατ names nor their num af perhaps 

is given such an obviously characteristic only the two in command of the main or 
moral that one is tempted to ΠΟΎΣ it — column were there (cp. c. 121 supra). 
of being fabulous, but ep. cc, 135 ff, 7, πῶν Twas hopebipar' on the order 
supra, Is that story of the Hee of the words op 6. 148 κ' The 


goats’ a doublette of this story of the | 
“spies,” or vice versa! The eat in king's behest would have n given 


perhaps to Hydarnes, who was in com- 

πον, ἀπῆν: mand of the Immortals, if not actually 
8, és Σάρδις : this item serves to date satrap of Sardes. 

the Congres, by which the spies had been 10. ἐς κεν hs ἐ getrige ep. ¢, 136. 
B.C, or at latest the beginning « of spring. tow tank. 
Even so, they would not have seen the 1|, τς ας iegorell by περιάγοντας : 
whole forces of the king (τὴν adie. with ἐπ θαι σφίσι may be under- 
στρατιήν), cp. cc. 26, 40, qk 59° supra, stood. Cp. ‘note c. 136. 3 supra. 
but a op of the corps da més 147. 1, ἐπιλέγων : in addition to 
though that of course is not Hat.'s view. giving an order Xerxes made a speech, 
He assumes here, as elsewhere, y that the — ἢ ΕΝ follows (τὸν λΑύγον τόνδε... ὡς 
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σποντον, & τε Αἴγιναν καὶ Πελοπόννησον κομιζόμενα. οἱ 
μὲν δὴ πάρεδροι αὐτοῦ ὡς ἐπύθοντο πολέμια εἶναι τὰ πλοῖα, 
ὅτοιμοι ἦσαν αἱρέειν αὐτά, ἐσβλέποντες ἐς τὸν βασιλέα ὁκότε 


15 παραγγελέει. 


ὁ δὲ Ἐξέρξης εἴρετο αὐτοὺς ὅκῃ πλέοιεν" of δὲ 


εἶπαν “ἐς τοὺς σοὺς πολεμίους, ὦ δέσποτα, σῖτον ἄγοντες." 
ὃ δὲ ὑπολαβὼν ἔφη “ovxav καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐκεῖ πλέομεν ἔνθα 
περ οὗτοι, τοῖσί τε ἄλλοισι ἐξηρτυμένοι καὶ σίτῳ; τί δῆτα 
ἀδικέουσι οὗτοι ἡμῖν σιτία παρακομίζοντες ;" 

Οἱ μέν νυν κατάσκοποε οὕτω θεησάμενοί τε καὶ ἀπο- 
πεμφθέντες ἐνόστησαν ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην, οἱ δὲ συνωμόται 
Ἑλλήνων ἐπὶ τῷ Πέρσῃ μετὰ τὴν ἀπόπεμψιν τῶν κατα- 


σκόπων δεύτερα ἔπεμπον ἐς “Apyos ἀγγέλους. 


17 ἐκεῖ del. van H. 


Or were the oe really in the 
Persian service? And of what size or 
tonnage were these vessels? Op. c. 36. 13. 

12 oa .. po. αὐτοῦ: the ἐπί- 
κλητοι ῖ ok cc. 8, 10, 18, 27, 53, 119 
supra, 8. 101, 119, ete. 

πολέμια, not of war, but simply 
‘ belonging to the enemy.’ 

15. dpero αὐτοὺς ὅκῃ πλέοιεν is idio- 
matically = εἴρετο ὅκῃ αὐτοὶ πλέοιεν. 
Thus Abicht takes αὐτούς to refer to the 
skippers. The reply, however, comes 
obviously from the king’s suite (rdpedpox 
and Sitzler boldly takes αὐτούς accord- 
ingly as=ro»s παρέδρους, and supplies 
ol ναῦται (ol πλέοντε:) as subject of the 
verb, while Stein sheers a middle course, 
and interprets αὐτούς nach ihnen, ‘after 
them.’ ith Seq cp. ἐκεῖ and ἔνθα 
below, or the vulgar English ‘where’ 
and ‘there,’ for ‘whither’ and ‘thither.’ 

17. ἡμεῖς ἐκεῖ πλέομεν : ἐκεῖ-Ξ ἐκεῖσε. 
Was Xerxes then going by seat Did 
the king perform any part of the journey 
between Abydos and Thermopylai by 
ship? There are several unconscious 
hints to that effect, as (1) here, (2) in 
6. 128 supra ἐσβὰς és Σιδωνίην νέα κτλ. 
(8) the king's presence at Akanthos, c. 
121 supra, (4) the recorded visit to 
Tempe. On the other hand, there are 
the express statements (1) that he went 
in a chariot, or carriage, c. 41; (2) that 
he marched with the middle column, c. 
121. The ἡμεῖς here may be ‘without 
prejudice’ to the actual conveyance of 
the king’s person. 

148. 2. ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην avoids giving 
us their exact route or addresses ! 


᾿Αργεῖοι δὲ 


18 τεσ, α || ἐξηρτημένοι a 


of δὲ συνωμόται ‘EAA ἐπὶ τῷ 
Π' : there is a sworn e an 
alliance among the Hellenes ‘ against 
the Persian’; cp. c. 145 supra, Thuo. 1. 
102. 4 and Appendix ITI. § 5. 

The narrative goes back in time to the 
session in c. 145, or 146, the adventure 
of the spies having been fully told from 
their departure to their return. 

4. ὃ : there have been two 
‘firsts’! in co. 145 and 146. The 
whole of ο. 146 from πρῶτα μέν down te 
the words here, pera Hh i ἀ w τῶν 
κατασκόπων, looks like δὴ insertion, 
from a variant source, or sources, by the 
author, in a second draft. Originally 
the text might have run, ws δὲ ταῦτά σφι 
ἔδοξε καταλυσάμενοι τὰς ἔχθρας δεύτερα 
ἔπεμπον κτλ. This would the 
havo ope 8 enya 2 baba to the 
πρῶτον τῶν πάντων inc. 145. 
Cp. Inteodaction, § 9. 

° t δὲ λέγουσι: first comes 8 
sda Argive story, with a stro: 
ocal bias (cc. 148, 149), which is follow 
by another Logos widely spread in 

ellas of a very different complexion 
(c. 150), and the debate is closed with s 
verdict by Hdt. as judge and jury, which 
non-suits all the parties (cc. 151, 152). 
The last portion refers to events (the 
mission of Kallias) which cannot long 
have preceded the thirty years’ trac 
(445 B.c.), and may even fall a year Ο)] 
two later. The passage as a whole (ri 
wept ᾿Αργείων) may uot be all of one dats 
in composition; in particular cc. 161. 
152 might be an addition, or even c. 15) 
alone. This last view would be thi 


147-148 
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πυθέσθαι yap αὐτίκα 5 


κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς τὰ ἐκ τοῦ βαρβάρου ἐγειρόμενα ἐπὶ τὴν ᾿Ελλάδα, 
πυθόμενοι δέ, καὶ μαθόντες ὡς σφέας οἱ “Ἕλληνες πειρήσονται 
παραλαμβάνοντες ἐπὶ τὸν Πέρσην, πέμψαι θεοπρόπους ἐς 
Δελφοὺς τὸν θεὸν ἐπειρησομένους ὥς σφι μέλλει ἄριστον 
ποιέουσι γενέσθαι" νεωστὶ γὰρ σφέων τεθνάναι ἑξακισχιλίους το 
ὑπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων καὶ Κλεομένεος τοῦ ᾿Αναξανδρίδεω" τῶν 





δὴ εἵνεκα πέμπει. τὴν δὲ Πυθίην ἐπειρωτῶσι αὐτοῖσι 
ἀνελεῖν τάδε. 
ἐχθρὲ περικτιόνεσσι, φίλ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσιν, 
148. 6 ἀγειρόμενα Naber εἰρησομένους B || μέλλοι B 10 


ποιεῦσι B || γίνεσθαι B, Holder, van H. 


«τε: xai? Stein! || τῶνδε δὴ BPz 


easiest solution of the problem of com- 

ition, for except in c, 151 there is 
ittle or nothing in the whole passage 
which might not belong to the first 
draft, and cc. 151 and 152 may very 
well be of different dates, the latter 
chapter being the earlier in composition. 
Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

δ. τὰ κατ᾽ : cp. τὸ κατ᾽ ὑμᾶς 
c. 158 infra ; τὰ κατὰ τὸν Τέλλον 1. 81; 
τὰ περὶ ᾿Αργείων ο. 168 infra. 

αὐτίκα κατ᾽ ἀνα i a closer date 
would be here acceptable. Is it 48] 
B.C. ? or 491 B.C. ? or some year between f 
νεωστί below would favour the earliest 
possible date, especially as the νεωστί 
may be understood to mean that, when 
they consulted Delphi, the Argives had 
just lost 6000 men in the war with 
Kleomenes, ic. that the consultation 
was just after that war (and before the 
invasion of Datis). The circumstances 
here would fit the situation in 491 B.c. 
as well as in 481 B.c., and, indeed, 
better. Aigina had given earth and 
water to the Persian in 491 B.c., and 
doubtless Argos likewise, 6. 49. This 
anachronism, if accepted, would confirm 
the hypothesis of the prior composition 
of Bks. 7-9, as that thesis would 
help to explain the anachronism. 
“Ἕλληνες πειρήσονται παραλαμ- 
vovres: would the Argives have spoken 
in this detached way of ‘the Hellenes,’ 
or is not this rather Hdt.’s own term? 
op. c. 157 infra, 8. 87 (ΕΒΕλληνί5), 121, 182. 
πειρᾶσθαι with participle, as in c. 139 
supra, 


11 ὑπό «τε; ἴ Kallenberg || 


8. és Δελφούς : the Argive theoria 
takes precedence in time of the Athenian 
(c. 140 supra), of the Spartan (c. 220 
infra, αὐτίκα κατ᾽ ἀρχάς also), and the 
others. 

10. νεωστὶ γὰρ... τεθνάναι κτλ. : the 
adverb is relative to the Delphic ἐλεογία, 
not to the application of the Hellenes to 
Argos, and though Hdt. apparently 
connects the Delphic response with the 
events of 48] B.c., yet he admits that 
the Argives did not wait for the Hellenic 
embassy before consulting Delphi. The 
story of the war is told 6. 76-88, and in 
the main from Spartan sources, the 
Argive version being preg hae to 
Hat. (See my notes ad i, Bks. IV.-VL. 
and Appendix VII.§ 10.) There is no- 
thing in Hdt.’s work anywhere to show 
that he ever visited Argos, or studied 
Argive history tn doco. His ignorance 
of the Argive version of the war with 
Kleomenes, and the absence of any 
reference here to the Spartan story in 
Bk. 6, make it legitimate to rd this 
passage as older in composition than 
that, and obtained by him elsewhere 
than in Argos itself. The occurrence of 
the patronymic here (τοῦ "A: 
would in itself be of little weight, 
especially as the is in oblique 
oration. Op. Introduction, § 7. 

18. ἀνελεῖν, of the Pythia, as χρᾶν 
cc. 140, 141 supra. 

14. περικτιόνεσσι might refer to Kor- 
inthians, Lakedaimonians, Sikyonians, 
etc., but may also inolude the Argive 
‘ perioikoi,’ or δοῦλοι (cp. 6. 83, 8. 73). 
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εἴσω τὸν προβόλαιον ἔχων πεφυλαγμένος ἧσο 

καὶ κεφαλὴν πεφύλαξο: κάρη δὲ τὸ σῶμα σαώσ. 
ταῦτα μὲν τὴν Πυθίην χρῆσαι πρότερον: μετὰ δὲ ὦ 
τοὺς ἀγγέλους ἐς δὴ τὸ “Apyos, ἐπελθεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ Bovr 


καὶ λέγειν τὰ ἐντεταλμένα. 


τοὺς δὲ πρὸς τὰ λεγόμε; 


20 κρίνασθαι ὡς ἕτοιμοι εἰσὶ ᾿Αργεῖοι ποιέειν ταῦτα, τι 
ἔτεα εἰρήνην σπεισάμενοι Λακεδαιμονίοισι καὶ ἡγεόμεν' 
τὸ ἥμισυ πάσης τῆς συμμαχίης" καίτοι «κατά γε τὸ 
γίνεσθαι. τὴν «πᾶσαν» ἡγεμονίην ἑωυτῶν" ἀλλ᾽ ὅμω 


149 ἀποχρᾶν κατὰ τὸ ἥμισν ἡγεομένοισι. 


16 σαώσει : φυλάξει B 


ταῦτα μὲν 


17 pera: τότε coni. Stein? 
‘rectius post ws erit’ idem || ἐπελθεῖν : ἐσελθεῖν B 


91 o7eu 


23 πᾶσαν suppl Stein® || σφίσι Stein: σφι 


15, τὸν προβόλαιον : cp. δούρατι δὲ 
προβολαίῳ ὑπ᾽ ἀσπίδι νῶτον ἔχοντα ᾿Ανδρὸς 
ὀρέξασθαι Theokrit. 24. 123. 

16. καὶ κοφαλήν κτλ. : this line may 
(as Rawlinson remarks) refer to the 
expediency of sbearigd what remained 
of the Doric blood, the topmost rank in 
the state, or ‘body politic.’ So too 
Stein, ‘‘xegady geht auf die regierende 
Gemeinde, die Vollbiirger, σῶμα aber 
auf die iibrige Masse der Bevélkerung.” 
Cp. the oracle in c. 140. This Argive 
response is primarily to be referred to 
the problem of the inner condition of 
Argos after the Kleomenean war: the 
sons of the men who had fallen in that 
war were fit for military service in 
481 B.c. The response may have been 
brought out again in 481 Β.0., or even 
possibly later, in a purely apologetic and 
retrospective interest, when the conduct 
of Argos had been violently attacked. 
For the subsequent conduct reported of 
Argos in 48] B.o. constitutes, on the 
showing of the Argives themselves, a 
disobedience to the divine warning, had 
it been addressed to them at that date 
and on that occasion. 

17. pera δέ: in 481 B.c. The force of 
the unconscious admission that the oracle 
was a good while antecedent to 481 B.c. 
is weakened by Stein's conjectural (and 
misleading) emendation. Cp. App. Crit. 

18, ἐπελθεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ βουλεντήριον: 
Argos has a Boule, apparently, at the 
time, but this fact does not make Argos 
a democracy, nor was it a democracy for, 
perhaps, another twenty years. Cp. G. 
Gilbert, Gr. Staatsalt. ii. (1885) 77. 

ἐπελθεῖν is, of course, the technical 
term ; cp. 5. 97, 9. 7, Thue. 1. 90. 5, 91. 


4,119. The Boule (still under 
of a βασιλεύς, cp. infra) has : 
control of the foreign poli 
State. The Argive Bouleuta 
offer to join the συμμαχίη (c 
145) ἐπὶ τῷ I on twoc 
(i) thirty years’ truce with Sp 
co-ordinate or equal h on: 
with Sparta over the whole ἃ 
The conditions prove that th 
is not one of joining th 
Symmachy, and therefore he 
rove the view that Athens h 
ἡ me ἴω rare = τ 
ymmachy. . Appendix 

22. κατά ye τὸ δίκαιον: ii 
the position of ‘Argos’ and 
in heroic times ; cp. 5. 67 τῶι 
ἑπέων εἵνεκα, ὅτι 'Apyeiol re xa 
πολλὰ πάντα ὑμνέαται. 

24. ἀποχρᾶν : cp. c. 43 su; 
dat. personae 9. 94 etc. 

149. 1. λέγουσι: sc. οἱ */ 
looks a little as if ‘the Argiv 
authority Hdt. professes to fol! 
passage, wished to relieve thi 
all responsibility in regard to t 
of Argos in the Persian war, a 
the whole responsibility on to 
Again, on their own show 
Council had been willing t 
terms with the Confederates, a 
to disobey the Oracle. The 
give too many good reasons: t 
were better advised in shelte1 
selves simply and solely behi 
(c. 169 infra). The politics 
tions between the Argives 
Confederates in 481 3B.c. her 
discredit the ascription of tt 
Response to the same date an: 
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τὴν βουλὴν ὑποκρίνασθαι, καίπερ ἀπαγορεύοντός σῴφι τοῦ 
χρηστηρίου μὴ ποιέεσθαι τὴν πρὸς τοὺς “EAAnvas συμμαχίην᾽ 
σπουδὴν δὲ ἔχειν σπονδὰς γενέσθαι τριηκοντοέτιδας [xaimrep] 
τὸ χρηστήριον φοβεύμενοι, ἵνα δή σφι οἱ παῖδες ἀνδρωθέωσι 5 
ἐν τούτοισι τοῖσι ἔτεσι" μὴ δὲ σπονδέων ἐουσέων ἐπιλέγεσθαι, 
ἣν ἄρα σφέας καταλάβη πρὸς τῷ γεγονότι κακῷ ἄλλο 
πταῖσμα πρὸς τὸν Πέρσην, μὴ τὸ λοιπὸν ἔωσι Λακεδαιμονίων 


ὑπήκοοι. τῶν δὲ ἀγγέλων τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς Σπάρτης πρὸς τὰ 
ῥηθέντα ἐκ τῆς βουλῆς ἀμείψασθαι τοισίδε- περὶ μὲν το 


σπονδέων ἀνοίσειν ἐς τοὺς πλεῦνας, περὶ δὲ ἡγεμονίης αὐτοῖσι 


149. 4 τριηκονταέτιδας Baz (‘citra necessitatem’ van Η.) || καίπερ del. 


Stein? 


9 τοὺς: Tava 


5 φοβεόμενοι Stein (‘perperam’ van H.!): φοβεομένους Naber, 
van H.: φοβεομένοισι codd., Holder || ἀνδρεωθέωσι α 
10 ἐκ βουλῆς B || τοῖσιδε Cd, Stein: τοῖσδε 


8 τὸν λοιπὸν a 





and support the view that it has here 
been transferred some ten years down. 


2. dwa ν μή, as inc. 11 supra. 
8. πρός, here ‘with’; contr. πρὸς τὸν 
Πέρσην c. 145. 


4. σπονδὴν ἔχειν generally means 
‘to be in a hurry,’ ‘to make haste’; 
cp. 9. 8 (ow. ἔχοντες πολλήν), 9. 89 ow. 
ἔχω : cp. σπουδῇ ἀπήλαυνε tb. infra: cp. 
also 9. 66 σπουδῆς ἔχοντα. Here the 
meaning appears to be = σπουδὴν ποιέεσθαι 
‘to be anxious,’ ‘eager.’ 

5. ἵνα δήσφι... ἔτεσι: the sons of the 
men slain by Kleomenes would come to 
man's estate long before 451 B.c. Argos, 
indeed, joined the Athenian alliance 

inst Sparta ten years earlier, and had 
even before that been at war with Sparta, 
cp. 9. 35. Thirty years in any case would 
be more than time enough for a new 
generation of fighting men to grow up. 
At Athens probably from twelve to fifteen 
years would have been sufficient to replace 
a loss of 6000 men: Athens in the fifth 
century was perhaps not much more 
popu than Argos; cp. Beloch, 

evilkerung, pp. 116-28. 

6. μὴ. . ἐουσέων : the participle is 
conditional (materially or logically it 
succeeds ἐπιλέγεσθαι). 

εσθαι. . μὴ ἔωσι: Abicht 
says that ἐπιλ. has here the notion of 
‘fear’ in it, cp. 8. 65, hence the construc- 
tion. Blakesley observed that there is 
no meaning of fear in the word itself, 
but fear is implied in the act and circum- 
stances: ἐπιλ, is ‘to perpend’ (contr. 
ἐπιλέγειν c. 147). The occurrence of 
πρός with dative and again with acousa- 


ἄρα, 


cp. c. 10 — 

9. τῶν ἀγγέλων τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς 
Σπάρτης: the words imply an embassy 
comprising representatives of other states 
besides Sparta ; but cp. App. Crit. 

11. ἀνοίσειν és rovs π' : K. Ο. 
Mueller, Dorians, ii. 91 n.' (#. 7.) gives 
the passages which bo that questions 
of peace and war at Sparta were decided 
by the δᾶμος or Apelia. (Cp. my note 
0 OTLB tryepering : this questi 

: this question 
had sivcady been bined at the Congress 
of Confederates, cp. 8. 8 infra; the 
answer here recorded stands in no re- 
lation whatever to the arrangement there 
reported. Even if the question of the 
Confederate ἡγεμονία had not been settled 
before the mission to Argoe, the reply 
here put into the mouth of the 8 
is entirely inconsistent with the Spartan 
institutions of the period. The offer to 
let the Argive ‘king’ have one vote 
against the ‘two votes’ of the two 
Spartan kings implies that the two 
Spartan kings possess a joint Hegenwnia, 
not to say, vote ther as one man! 
Stein is surprised that Hdt. should have 
overlooked the contradiction between 
the statement here (οὕκων Bs 
κωλύειν οὐδέν) and the law recorded 5. 
75 (upon which cp. my notes ad J.c.): 
as if Hdt. were not constantly over- 
looking contradictions between one state- 
ment and another, drawn from different 
sources, used in different connexions, 
belonging to different periods of com- 
position! (Moreover, this story was prob- 


tive (πταῖσμα wpés) is noticeable. 


δὴ οἱ ᾿Αργεῖ 


ἴοι φασὶ οὐκ ἀνασχέσθαι τῶν 


Σπαρτιητέων τ 
πλεονεξίην, ἀλλ᾽ ἑλέσθαι μᾶλλον ὑπὸ τῶν βαρβάρων pra 
ἤ τι ὑπεῖξαι Λακεδαιμονίοισι, προειπεῖν τε τοῖσι ἀγγέλοιι 
πρὸ δύντος ἡλίου ἀπαλλάσσεσθαι ἐκ τῆς ᾿Αργείων aaa 
20 εἰ δὲ μή, περιέψεσθαι ὡς πολεμίους. 


12 σφίσι 8: σφι Pe: og? coteri 
18 τὶ om. B || re: δὲ β 


17 τῶν om. a 


of earlier com tion ii in the genesis 
of Hues work ri that passage. Be a 


Abicht avoids Stein's surprise by a stil 
more innocent suggestion: the Spartan 
ambassadors forgot the law in question 
of set purpose. The real point to observe 

is that we have here not a Spartan but 
saaney an Argive account of the trans- 
action. If any discussion on the ques- 
tion of the ἡγεμονία took place in 481 
6,c, We may be sure that Sparta made 


no such offer as this. But it is possible. 


that the absurd Argive story may have 
some basis in facts long previous, and 
that at some date, when the two Spartan 
kings still went out to war together 
(an arrangement which only came to an 
end after the Argive war of Kleomenes 
and Demaratos ; see my notes l.c.), there 
may have been negotiations between 
Sparta and Argos, the terms of which 
pag as ἃ eat for this Argive 
of the negotiations in 481 n.c. 
ever such an offer was made to 
Argos, the Argives were shortsighted i in 
not accepting it: they might fairly have 
counted on their one king being able, 
asa rule, to divide τοὶ gripes twain. 
That the Argives had a real ‘king’ 
Ms 481 B.c. is not credible; but they 
un, bers had, as the Athenians jad, 
ar magistrate, possi with an 
suiibal tenure, bearing the title of 
βασιλεύς. The position of such a re- 
Sor genes magistracy would indeed be 
a weaker against the two Spartan 
gs (if acting together); but this 


re Ae to the Argive king also serves” 


somewhat to antiquate the story. 
17. ἑλέσθαι . « Aawedar- 

: one of the most characteristic 
confessions of Greek particularism on 
, and its most significant note 


occasion the 5 
be actually on 


13 τῶν: τὸν B 
is neither the | 


that the 
fully endorse an atrovoula, purchased tarde by 
surrender to the ' Barbarian,’ Bs 
ection e foreigner better 
ae —— to the Hellene. This 
uncomprom tae 
rns to Foot of the τ δεττονο (Ὁ 


werd ont f the Greek 
oh then the strength tnd the wees 


of Hellas, 


Greece ee batie it helped rales 


to make her li any 
fo power, which rich could divide the 
Greeks, city from ci ie 


a policy inaugura 
by 


Pe, . 
or ambassadors (Aervedot) "3 the ‘Con 


federate Greeks is almos 


harsh, not to sa uaa’ it is more 


credible as a reminiscence of the treat- 


ment of S n envoys, or heralds, on 
this or that occasion. the treat- 
ment of Diakritos by and the 
Athenians in 431 Bc. tects ὅρων εἶναι 
αὐθημερὸν Thue. 3. 12. 2). But on that 
rtans were known to 


μένοι) : here δ 
to Argos is purely friendly, 
from the whale Greek Con te 

20. περιέψεσϑαι : cp. 2.115. L, & 8. 
say this future may 7 i either 
(middle 1) or ages ; but it seems ns tore 


pointed when taken us passive ; also kone. 


active future occurs Xenoph. 


4. 12 τοῦτον ἡμεῖς ὡς εὐεργέτην pie rae 


οὐχ ὡς δοῦλον περιέψομεν : ep. JZ. 21. 
588 (σὺ δ' ἐνθάδε πότμον ἐφέψειτ), 
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Αὐτοὶ μὲν ᾿Αργεῖοε τοσαῦτα τούτων πέρε λέγουσι" ἔστι 150 
δὲ ἄλλος λόγος λεγόμενος ἀνὰ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ὡς Ἐξέρξης 
ἔπεμψε κήρυκα ἐς “Apyos πρότερον ἤ περ ὁρμῆσαι στρατεύε- 
σθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα: ἐλθόντα δὲ τοῦτον [λέγεται] εἰπεῖν 
“ἄνδρες ᾿Αργεῖοι, βασιλεὺς Ἐέρξης τάδε ὑμῖν λέγει. ἡμεῖς ς 
νομίζομεν Πέρσην εἶναι am’ οὗ ἡμεῖς γεγόναμεν, παῖδα Περσέος 
τοῦ Δανάης, γεγονότα ἐκ τῆς Κηφέος θυγατρὸς ᾿Ανδρομέδης. 
οὕτω ἂν ὧν εἴημεν ὑμέτεροι ἀπόγονοι. οὔτε ὧν ἡμέας οἰκὸς 
ἐπὶ τοὺς ἡμετέρους προγόνους στρατεύεσθαι, οὔτε ὑμέας 
ἄλλοισι τιμωρέοντας ἡμῖν ἀντιξόους γίνεσθαι, ἀλλὰ παρ᾽ ὑμῖν 


αὐτοῖσι ἡσυχίην ἔχοντας κατῆσθαι. 


ἣν γὰρ ἐμοὶ γένηται 





150. 1 τοιαῦτα ὃ van H. || περὶ τούτων a 
vel ὁρμῆσαι deleto στρατεύεσθαι idem 


van H., Holder, Stein® 
τεύεσθαι B, Stein!, Holder 


7 γεγονότα <dt> Kallenberg 
10 dvrigovs a 


3 ὁρμῆσθαι van H., 
4 λέγεται del. Cobet approb. 
9 ἐκστρα- 
11 ἔχοντας : ἄγοντας 


coni. van H.: ἔχοντες κατῆσθε Naber: καθῆσθαι B 


150. 1. τοσαῦτα, ‘(so much and) no 
more.’ 


2. ἀνὰ τὴν ᾿Ελλάδα has much the 
air of an oral tradition ; yet (i.) the 
proclamation, or address of Xerxes to 
the Argives, involves a document of 
necessity, was in fact, if it was any- 
thing, a written communication, and 
(ii.) its contents, the legendary and 
mythical connexion between the Persians 
aud Argos, is not popular tradition or 
oral communication, but learned doctrine, 
no doubt long since committed to letters, 
but to Greek not to Persian letters. (Cp. 
next note.) This story has an Athenian 
tone about it (e.g. the iniquity of ἀπό- 
γόνοι Who make war upon their πρόγονοι, 
cp. 8. 22); but this might very well be 
an ‘Ionian’ view, especially among the 
‘atticizing ’ party. 


5. ἡμεῖς νομίζομεν . . ᾿Ανδρομέδης: 
this statement is flatly contradicted by 


6. 54, where Hdt. says that, ws ὁ παρὰ 
Περσέων λόγος λέγεται, Perseus himself 
was an Assyrian, and became a Greek, 
and therefore was not the son of Danaé, 
and ultimately an Key tian, which is 
there given as the Hellenic version of 
the legend, and is here tacitly assumed 
asthe Persian. This contradiction shows, 
as Blakesley pointed out, that this story 
of the Xerxean embassy to Argos is a 
fiction, and a Greek fiction. It shows 
also how easily Hdt. allows himself to 
report conflicting and contradictory views 


and traditions ; but the present instance 
is easier to understand on the hypo- 
thesis that this passage is of early com- 
πιθοῦ, than 9 ae apace that 
t. composed the elaborately argumen- 
tative e 6. 54, and hae wrote 
down this story, 7. 150, in flat contra- 
diction, without wincing, without a 
reference back or qualification. This 
instance goes to swell the evidence in 
favour of the earlier composition of this 
section of the work. Cp. o. 61 supra, 
and Introduction, §§ 7, 8. The political 
play on the words ‘ Perseus’ and ‘Perses’ 
may perhaps be traced back to the close 
of the sixth century, and was utilized 
in the interests of the medizing Aleuadai, 
who also claimed descent from Herakles ; 
cp. Pindar, Pyth. 10. 81, and 9. 1 infra. 
It is also worth while observing that 
this story of the mission of a ‘ Herald’ 
to Argos by Xerxes πρότερον 4 wep 
σαι στρατεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα 
oes not square very well with the re- 
rt, c. 82 supra, of the despatch of 
eralds to the Greek cities from Sardes 
in 481 Β.0., nor of the return of these 
heralds, c. 181, and the list of ‘ medizing’ 
states which there follows—in whi 
the name of Argos does not occur. The 
agit oe cca pds that, whether 
in the peychologi sense (cp. c. 19 
supra, and the taciels ὁρμή is c. 18) 
or in a mechanical sense (cp. ὁρμηθείς, 
ς. 26 supra). 


10. dvregdeus: cp. c. 49 supra. 
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κατὰ νόον, οὐδαμοὺς μέξονας ὑμέων ἄξω." ταῦτα ἀκούσαντας 
᾿Αργείους λέγεται πρῆγμα ποιήσασθαι, καὶ παραχρῆμα μὲν 
οὐδὲν ἐπαγγελλομένους μεταιτέειν, ἐπεὶ δὲ παρα- 
15 λαμβάνειν τοὺς Ἕλληνας, οὕτω δὴ ἐπισταμένους ὅτε οὐ 
μεταδώσουσι τῆς ἀρχῆς Λακεδαιμόνιοι, μεταιτέειν, ἵνα ἐπὶ 
151 προφάσιος ἡσυχίην ἄγωσι. συμπεσεῖν δὲ τούτοισι καὶ τόνδε 


18 
17 ἄγωσιν α 


12, ἄξω, ‘shall consider’ ; cp. 9.7. 
18. πρῆγμα ποι eit no 
slight peered cp. aris οὐδὲν ἐποιή- 
σαντο τὸ κα, ν 
“Ὧι οὐδὲν ἐπαγγελλομένους μεταιτέειν ; 
Schweighaeuser understood οὐδὲν ἐπα γ- 
αι καὶ οὐδὲν μεταιτέειν, or οὐδὲν 
Fear θη hehe οὐδὲ μεταιτέειν οὐδέν, 
which seems acceptable, except that 
μεταιτέειν requires the genitive οὐδενός, 
ep. 4. 147 τῆς βασιληίης μ., and this 
rules out Blakesley's ‘“‘at the moment 
made no demand in their overtures” 


which was vid ΝΟ happy anyway). 


ut ep. ἀπ θα 
bra vapchoedbions : op. ἐπεί 
ye. . οὕτω νομίζεσθαι, ο, 3 supra, for 
the infinitive with the conjunction, and 
with the infinitive imperfect (de conatu, 
ore ep. παρελάμβανον ὁ. 168 infra, 
and πειρήσονται παραλαμβάνοντες ὁ. 148 


supra, 
16, ἐπὶ : predicative, ‘ that 
they hire a ave a good excuse for 


keeping quiet’ (ἡσ. ἄγειν). 
161, 1. συμπεσεῖν : cp. 6. 18. 
τόνδε τὸν 


λόγος is here used not of hike sarmtling 
but of the transaction narrated (just 
as in German, per contra, Geschichte, or 
Geschichtchen, meanit properly ‘the 
γενόμενον, is used of t 
λόγον, 1. 21 (‘all that had epeet ἢ ἢ, 
is hardly so clear a case 15. curions 
ion of λόγος suggests, what the words — 


λέγουσι τινὲς ᾿Ελλήνων. fully bear out, 
8 written and ‘the cesser 


that Hdt. is here following 
authority. ‘The story of the embassy 
of Kallias to the court of Artaxerxes — 
had been made the ae. of act 

cores onggy τὰ before Hx 


μέζονος van H. (pluris Vala) | 
14 μεταιτέειν del, Naber || ἐπείτε vel 


pn 


aC ayn 


@ Nbyos) ; πάντα ᾿ of 465-62 μια. woul 


record 
ne to the date of the Atheno-Argive 
᾿ alliance, 
position « asc, 


t. ie ie 
y what author, or authors} 


(445 B.c.), μὸν ἐν may 
the last additions sis 


the Argive question othinwsess: Bat () 
πολλοῖσι ἔτεσι ὕστερον τούτων 


h 
to Persia during that period. (8) These 
ersia during a 


events are not to be conn 


battle of the Eurymedon and μέτρο τι. 
δ = tiations following upon it, 
the best date for that battle Neots 
( oF Busolt, iii. 1, 1897, 143 
falls into the reign of Xerxes, and the 
interval between the establishment of 
A throne ond the 
Atheno-Argive alliance is not worth 


considering, especiall y as (4) those events 
hardly have been 


‘ made the subj ject of histori 
‘Hat. ‘wrote. th 8 first draft -ς ἔτος Listery 2 


~ ae before he laid hand on the last 


aft of his history, the events of 445 μια. 


hostilities might ¥ 
ΝΣ have been consigned to a li ae 
(5) The next chapter seems 1 


and to the same date of com- 
150, and indeed cc. 148, 


tein suggests: Hellanikos ‘Kqeamaveahiy 9; but this. chapter is apparently an 


ἐν τῇ ᾿Αττικῇ ξυγγραφῇ τ 
87. 2). May not the ‘auth jority ἢ 
probably be put down as me Περσικά οἵ 


‘more — 


. Thue, 1. insertion, interrupting the natural argu- 
τ Ἐν which ier δὰ from 6 ΜῸ ΝΣ 
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τὸν λόγον λέγουσι τινὲς Ἑλλήνων, πολλοῖσι ἔτεσι ὕστερον 


4 
γενόμενον τούτων. 


τυχεῖν ἐν Σούσοισι τοῖσι Μεμνονίοισι 


ἐόντας ἑτέρου πρήγματος εἵνεκα ἀγγέλους ᾿Αθηναίων Καλλίην 
τε τὸν Ἱππονίκου καὶ τοὺς μετὰ τούτου ἀναβάντας, ᾿Αργείους 
δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον χρόνον πέμψαντας καὶ τούτους ἐς Σοῦσα 
ἀγγέλους εἰρωτᾶν ᾿Αρτοξέρξεα τὸν ἘΞέρξεω εἴ ode ἔτι ἐμμένει 


151. 2 πολλοῖσί τε B 


7 ἀρτοξέρξην B, Holder, van H. || σφι: 


σφίσι van H. || ἐμμένει B: ἐμμένειν ἐθέλουσι a: συμμένει Cobet, Holder, 


van H. 


3. ἐν Σούσοισι τοῖσι Μαομνονίοισι: 
Stein sees that this title has been 
borrowed from Hdt.'s literary authority 
(not, however, Hellanikos the Lesbian, 
but rather Dionysios of Miletos, where 
this title was in vogue; cp. 5. 58, 2. 106). 

4. ἑτέρου τος elvexey: why does 
not Hdt. specify this thing! Stein re- 

lies: because he did not know what 
it was! Blakesley more acutely: ‘‘The 
at of Herodotus not mente une the 

usiness sy cae ἐδρ this passage is 
obvious.” To wit, the business was to 
make terms with the Persian; and to 
mention that would rather be brushing 
the bloom off all the fine stories of war 
ἃ outrance to follow! Why, even the 
mention of this Athenian embassy to 
Susa at all is artistically a mistake, 
a sacrifice which the conscientious his- 
torian makes to the evidences of Argive 
medism in 480 Β.0. 

Καλλίην τε τὸν ‘Iwrovixov καὶ 
τοὺς τούτον ἀναβάντας : the refer- 
ence 18 plainly to a celebrated occasion. 
Concerning the identity of the ambassador 
named there can be no doubt; he is 
Kallias ‘Lakkoploutos’ (Grubenbaron, 
Busolt, iii. 1. 111}, the leading millionaire 
in Athens of his time, the Eleusinian 
Dadouchos, member of the illustrious 
Eupatrid House of the Κήρυκες, a former 
opponent of Themistokles, the brother- 
in-law of Kimon and husband of Elpinike, 
Spartan proxenos, yet closely connected 
with Perikles, and employed in the 
negotiation of the peace with Persia, 
as also of the thirty years’ peace with 
Sparta ; cp. Petersen, Quaestiones de hist. 

ent. Attic. (1880) p. 40; Duncker, Gesch. 
d. Alterth. ix. (1886) 8 ff.; Dittenberger, 
Hermes xx. 1 ff.; Toepfer, Att. Gen. pp. 
80 ff.; Busolt 1.6. supra. 

5. ᾿Αργείους δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον 

: one of the innumerable cases 
where the name of the Attic archon 


would have settled everything. But 
granted a great embassy to Susa, after 
the death of Kimon, perhaps after the 
conclusion of the peace with Sparta, it 
might very well have offered a natural, 
and possibly the very first, occasion for 
the Argives to join with Athens in 
approaching King Artaxerxes. Dahl- 
mann, indeed, followed by Baehr, dated 
this embassy to 431 Bo., or between 
that and 425 B.c. Plutarch, Kim. 13, 
dated the mission and e of Kallias 
after the battle of the edon—an 
impossible situation ; Diodoros 12. 4 
preserves undoubtedly the true date, 
7 steerage fe by putting it after Salamis 
(Kypros). For the ancient texts cp. 
Hill, Sources, iii. 160 ff. (pp. 128 ff.); 
for the modern references, Basolt, Op. «. 
345-58. si re 

7. εἴ σφι δ : with the 
change of mood, ἐμμένει. . νομιζοίατο, 
cp. 5. 18 τίνες εἰσί. . καὶ τί ἐθέλοντες 
ἔλθοιεν, ὅ. 97 οὔτε δόρυ νομίζουσι εὐπετέες 
τε χειρωθῆναι εἴησαν (in both which cases 
there seems to be a stronger reason for 
il eoenke than here—where it is, 
perhaps, but an act of courtesy !). The 
subject of ἐμμένει (cp. App. Crit.) is 
φιλίη, which has been attracted into the 
relative clause and case. ἐθέλουσι is of 
course the participle, and thoroughly 
idiomatic. It represents here not a 
conditional sentence (εἰ ἐθέλοιεν) but a 
relative predicate (of ἐθέλουσι). Its 
use here is perhape facilitated by the 
dative ascedin (σφι) and the analogy 
of βουλομένῳ, ἡδομένῳ τινὶ εἶναι (cp. 
Madvig, ὃ 88 ε). Stein notes the trefende 
Kirze of the expression, and cps. 8. 10 
(ἡδομένοισι), 1. 68 (παρ᾽ οὐκ ἐκδιδόντοε), 
6. 47 (κελεύσαντι). ith φιλίην cuve- 
κεράσαντο cp. 4. 152 φιλίαι μεγάλαι 
συινεκρήθησαν. νομιζοίατο is ive. 
πρός with genitive=iwré, or παρά (with 
dat.) ; cp. cc. 185, 189 supra, etc. 
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ἐθέλουσι τὴν πρὸς EépEnv φιλίην συνεκεράσαντο, ἢ νομιζοίατα 
πρὸς αὐτοῦ εἶναι πολέμιοι" βασιλέα δὲ ᾿Αρτοξέρξεα μάλιστα 
10 ἐμμένειν φάναι, καὶ οὐδεμίαν νομίξειν πόλιν “Apyeos φιλιω- 

152 τέρην. 1 pb we Biter τὸ ἀραημὴν sn 
κήρυκα ἐς “Apyos καὶ ᾿Αργείων ἄγγελοι ἀναβάντες ἐς Σοῦσα 
ἐπειρώτων ᾿Αρτοξέρξεα περὶ poring, οὐκ ἔχω ἀτρεκέως εἴἶπεῖν, 
οὐδέ τινα γνώμην περὶ αὐτῶν ἀποφαίνομαι ἄλλην γε ἢ τήν 

ς περ αὐτοὶ ᾿Αργεῖοι λέγουσι' ἐπίσταμαι δὲ τοσοῦτο, ὅτι εἰ 


- Ξέρξεα 5 9 αὐτοὺς a || ᾿Αρτοξέρξην Holder: nomen secl. van HE. 
10 ἐμμένειν a: ἐπιμένειν B: συμμένειν Cobet, Holder, van H. 152. 1 
τε om. B || λέξοντα van H.: ἀγγελέοντα Naber 5 λέγουσι om. B, 
Holder, van H. || τοσοῦτο B*Pz: τοσοῦτον B, Holder : τοσούτωι a 


152. 2, καὶ * γι βγγϑώς as almost inconceivable that Hat. with his 
Alms might easily have been inserted nd connexions should 
with the re after ElépEns) in a revision 

of the work. This chapter contains 
more than one undesigned evidence to 
show that it was written originally 
before the thirty years’ truce. (1) The 
pe for Argos has been very gener- 
ally taken to refer to a time when the 
og he Argos in oy or pent war — ἐν 5 
a fair way to condoned, an e an extension, not originall intended, 
alliance was being courted on a 


Argos 

this side or that. After the thirty φιλίης, itself rendered 
years’ truce between Argos and Sparta necessary by the insertion of ¢. 151 into 
concluded in 451 Β.0. no such situation the previous draft of the Book. This 
recurs until towards the close of the suggestion is confirmed by the observa- 
Archidamian war—which is altogether tion that the vague αὐτῶν which 
too late a date for this passage. The immediately follows can only refer 

iod between 462-51 8.c. supplies proper'y to the n tions 


the most obviously suitable date for this erxes and the ves, for Hdt. has 
Apology, and also for the Argive λόγος not reported any statement or story of 
above related in ce. 148, 149. (2) Even Argive provenience relative to negotia- 
more remarkable and characteristic of — with Artaxerxes. 
an pains = for the composition of this δὲ. αἴσχιστα. 
critical maxim formulated eaulen is passage “has not (so 
= Hat, dt. foe his own historiography: far as I know) nonteat a correct inter- 
ἐγὼ δὲ ἐς πάντα It pretation so far. The commentators 
would be rather late ἢ in the day for Hdt. are divided in their: of κακά. 
to be oe 80 Ἔτους Pie Baehr pal apap bie sca. it 
axiom of his composition, if he mala; and this is certainly 
already composed the greater part of his for οἰκήια κακά 1, 153, 8. 1s. ot 
work, or if all that now precedes this Stein and others, however, m 
news in the work were of earlier date here= presumably in the 
uction. One expression in the interests o the ng Pacer —_ 
mie might admit of a contrary not apparently pre 
“nam jae su ἀρνὶ ΝΕΩ͂Ν object interpretation, yet Pelieving: that. that the 
ere in view is not to whitewash Argos remark “iyelates ὦ to the crimes which 
4 to censure Athens: but that ex- Esthe [56] impute to ak oe other, not 
pression also admits of an interpretation ἴο t troubles of which ig 5 complain," 
conformable with the Lc tcgaler en ards the 
“»" note oo. on αἴσχιστα πεποίηται brackets all the ms mip 
οὐκ ἔχω ἀτρεκέωφ εἰπεῖν. It is down to ἐσενείκαντο (sic) The com- 
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ἀλλάξασθαι βουλόμενοι τοῖσι πλησίοισι, ἐγκύψαντες ἂν ἐς Te | 
τῶν πέλας κακὰ ἀσπασίως ἕκαστοι αὐτῶν ἀποι ὀπίσω 
τὰ ἐσενεικαίατος οὕτω δὲ οὐδ᾽ ᾿Αργείοισι αἴσχιστα πεποίηται. 

10 ἐγὼ δὲ ὀφείλω λέγειν τὰ λεγόμενα, πείθεσθαί γε μὲν οὐ 
παντάπασι ὀφείλω, καί μοι τοῦτο τὸ ἔπος ἐχέτω ἐς πάντα 
λόγον' ἐπεὶ καὶ ταῦτα λέγεται, ὡς ἄρα ᾿Αργεῖοι ἦσαν οἱ 
ἐπικαλεσάμενοι τὸν Πέρσην ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἐπειδή ode 
“onan enantio) 0 πᾶν δὴ 

15 βουλόμενοι σφίσι εἶναι πρὸ τῆς παρεούσης λύπης 

183 Τὰ μὲν περὶ ᾿Αργείων εἴρηται." ἐς δὲ τὴν Suxedinv ὅλας 

τε ἀπίκατο ἄγγελοι ἀπὸ τῶν συμμάχων συμμείξοντες Γέλωνε 

καὶ δὴ καὶ ἀπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων Σύαγρος. τοῦ δὲ Γέλωνος 

τούτου πρόγονος, οἰκήτωρ ὁ ἐν Γέλῃ, ἦν ἐκ νήσου Τήλου τῆς 


7 ἀλλάξαι B || ἐσκύψαντες a 8 κακὰ dlel. Naber, van H. || ries, 
malit van H. deleto αὐτῶν ! 9 ἐσενεικαίατο Stein*, van H. : 
xavro Stein!, Holder: ἐσενείκαντο = || δὲ Stein?: δὴ a, Stein', Holder: 
om. 6: cancellos cireumd. van H. || οὐδ᾽ Krueger, Stein?: οὐκ 10 
ὑφεΐλω <pev> van H. || ov: ὧν 11 παντάπασιν aV: πάντα πῶσι 
Dulac, van H. || εἰς 8, Holder || πάντα τὸν = 14 τοὺς om B, Holder 
15 σφίσι Stein (Plutarch. Mor. 863) : σφι , 
συμμίξοντες Β, B, Stein! 3 3 ἀπὸ aB : ἀπὸ τῶν vett, edd. 
Reiske, ἐ ἐὼν Γέλης coni. Schaefer, ἐὼν ἐν TéAy van H.: ὁ οἰκήτωρ γενόμενος 
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ἐν coni. Stein? 
che for 


can even suggest a tic 

Hdt.’s mot: Soran ‘Portis, 9 καί μοι 
φαίνεται Πίνδαρος ᾿ἀληϑῆ γε" ἐν τῷδε 
εἰπεῖν, ὃς πάντα τινὰ ὑπὸ κακῶν οἰκείων 
ἔφη πιέζεσθαι, ἐπὶ δὲ ἀλλοτρίοις κήδεσιν 
ἀπήμαντον εἶναι. 

10. δὲ πάντα λόγον : 
the significance of this Herodotean eros 
for the 
indicated above. 

‘first principles’ ‘of Hdt.'s historiography. 
eared en may be neuter (sc. τοῖς Ἀεγο- 
see but ep. App. Crit. 
Hi Baan Wes ἃ op. ¢. 143 supra, : 
λόγον, ‘ever: Bei or 
here, with reference to λόγος c. 151, 
‘every transaction.” , ἢ 

12. ἐπεὶ καὶ ταῦτα ) τ an ex. 
treme instance of the principle just laid 
down, λέγειν τὰ λεγόμενα, | even when in- 
credible to himself. Ban 

τ pelt introduces the improbable ; τὴ 

op. 6. Labret 
14, π ‘g 
Ti αἰχμής ep. 


ΓΈ. 


against’ saat 145 ¢ ra, 


᾿ psn of," "Yinstead of,” 


cin prel rents to; op. 6. 12, 9. 25. 


blem of composition has been 
oi It is also one of the 


eos lost his ar on this occasion, 


inserted by 


παρεούσης λύπης : 8 wey 
cose οἷός. to their olkjor κακόν, 
the so-called servile régime, 6. 83. 


153. 2. ἀπίκατο but 
without any wee heh ως κόρος ὅδε “κυ 
or an 
Athenaeus, 401 d, 
rm 


8, Σύα 
the sorte e thet of << d 


Bera, ¢ Gr, lhe Spartan 
: there is 
some 
‘remainder of this cha 
following cha 


ound for supposing that the 
λαμ ἢ 


the three 
orms a ἃ ion 
[dt. in his work a his 
own visit ‘to the west. The story, on. 


supra, awd Σικελίης, is resumed, c. 157. 


_ Introduction, 89. 
ee: ς: his name is given as 
Deinomenes- by Scholl ap, Stein; ep. 
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ἐπὶ Τριοπίῳ κειμένης" ὃς κτιζομένης Γέλης ὑπὸ Λινδίων τες 


τῶν ἐκ Ῥόδου καὶ ᾿Αντιφήμου οὐκ ἐλείφθη. ἀνὰ χρόνον δὲ 
αὐτοῦ οἱ ἀπόγονοι γενόμενοι ἱροφάνται τῶν χθονίων θεῶν 
διετέλεον ἐόντες, Τηλίνεω [ἑνός tev τῶν προγόνων] κτησαμένου 
τρόπῳ τοιῷδε. ἐς Μακτώριον πόλιν τὴν ὑπὲρ Γέλης οἰκη- 
μένην ἔφυγον ἄνδρες Γελῴων στάσι ἑσσωθέντες" τούτους ὧν 
ὁ Τηλίνης κατήγαγε ἐς Γέλην, ἔχων οὐδεμίαν ἀνδρῶν δύναμιν 
ἀλλὰ ἱρὰ τούτων τῶν θεῶν. ὅθεν δὲ αὐτὰ ἔλαβε ἡ «εἰ» 
αὐτὸς ἐκτήσατο, τοῦτο δὲ οὐκ ἔχω εἰπεῖν" τούτοισι δ' ὧν 
πίσυνος ἐὼν κατήγαγε, ἐπ᾿ ᾧ τε «αὐτός τε καὶ» οἱ ἀπόγονοι 





5 tpiwrew B 6 ᾿Αντιφήμου Jos. Scaliger: ἀντιοφήμου 8 
emblema secl. Stein® || τευ τῶν a: τούτων B || κτισαμένου B: ‘num post 
vel ante κτησαμένου excidit τοῦτο τὸ yépas? van H. 10 στάσι (ἑσσω- 
θέντες στάσὺ Pz: στάσει 12 τουτέων Wesseling, Schweighaeuser, 
Krueger || εἰ vel ry? Krueger (1856): εἰ coni. Stein! (1871), in text. recep. 


Stein? (1889) 


Etym. M, sub vr. Téa, Schol. Pindar, 
Pyth, 2. 27, and, though not so recog- 
nized, Pauly-Wissowa sub n.; cp. ibid., 
sub v. Antiphemos. 

οἰκήτωρ : cp. c. 148 supra and 
οἰκητόρων 1. 19 infra. 

Aov: Telos, an island lying 
close to (ἐπί c. dat.) the Triopian pro- 
montory ; one of the ‘Sporades’ (Strabo 
488 ἐκτέταται παρὰ τὴν Κνιδίαν μακρὰ 
ὑψηλὴ στένη τὴν περίμετρον ὅσον ἑκατὸν 
καὶ τετταράκοντα σταδίων, ἔχουσα ὕφορμο»). 
Not a very important place! In Pliny’s 
list of the Sporades (4. 23) it is noted 
for an ointment (unguento nobilis). 
Perhaps this unguent was the τήλινον, 
cep. Athenaeus 689a, and the name of 
the island may have been taken from 
the τῆλις (Theophr. H. Pl. 3. 17. 2), the 
chief constituent of the commodity. 

δ. κτιζομ Γέλης : cp. Thuc. 6. 
4. 3, there dated forty-five years after 
Syracuse (=690 B.c. !) The name Thuc. 
derives from the river ‘Gelas,’ no doubt 
a Sikel word. Cp. Steph. B. καλεῖται δὲ 
ἀπὸ ποταμοῦ Γέλα᾽ 6 δὲ ποταμός, ὅτι πολλὴν 
πάχνην γεννᾷ᾽ ταύτην γὰρ τῇ ᾿Οπικῶν 
φωνῇ καὶ Σικελῶν, γέλαν λέγεσθαι. ‘A 
people who called a stream Gelas from 
the coldness of its waters leave little 
room for further dispute as to their 
ethnical kindred,’ Freeman, Steily, i. 125, 
etc. Thucyd. couples Entimos of Krete 
with Antiphemos of Rhodes as otkists, 
and preserves Lindii as the name of the 
fort or akropolis. The institutions were 


14 «αὐτός τε καὶ» Stein? 


Dorian. The name was provocative of 
punning (as in Aristoph. Acharn. 606). 
7. ἱροφάνται τῶν arene θεῶν : ie. 
Demeter and Persephone; cp. 6. 184. 
A ‘Hierophant’ would igs | and exhibit 
the ἱρά, cp. infra; Lobeck, Aglaoph. 1.61. 
8. (ves: apparently named from 
the old home of his ancestor, Deinomenes. 
9. Μακτώριον : one of ‘the only two 
recorded sites of any interest in the 
Geloan territory,’ the Mons Sacer of Gela, 
laced by Freeman (Sictly, i. 409) con- 
jecturally at Niscemi, ‘looking down on 
the whole Geloan land.’ Blakesley con- 
nects the name with the Sikel (Oscan) 
root MAK-; op. Lat. macto, Gk. μαχ-. 
11. ἀ vy: ‘virorum manum,’ 
cp. 4. 155 τέῳ δυνάμι, xoly xepl. There 
is ἃ double point in ἀνδρῶν, as the Geol 
were female divinities; cp. note on 
θηλνυδρίης infra. ἰρά : ‘simulacra, vasa, 
rig ν 5 rere ger ice 
12. «ὁ a το: 
according to the scholiast on Pindar, Le. 
rn er inomenes had brought the 
cult from Triopion ; that solution but 
μὲν the problem, how a male came to 
hierophant, one step back ! 
18. δ᾽ dv: resumptive, cp. c. 145 


supra. 

14. ἐπ᾽ ᾧ te<adrds τε al of ἀπόγονοι : 
Stein interprets this condition to mean 
that a cult, hitherto a mere private or 
personal rite, was elevated into a state 
cult, with ‘mysteries,’ and an hereditary 
priesthood. Cp. the proposal of Maian- 
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15 αὐτοῦ ἱροφάνται τῶν θεῶν ἔσονται. θῶμά por ὧν καὶ τοῦτο 
γέγονε πρὸς τὰ πυνθάνομαι, κατεργάσασθαι Τηλίνην ἔργον 
τοσοῦτον' τὰ τοιαῦτα γὰρ ἔργα οὐ πρὸς τοῦ ἅπαντος ἀνδρὸς 
νενόμικα γίνεσθαι, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τε ἀγαθῆς καὶ ῥώμης 
ἀνδρηίης" ὃ δὲ λέγεται πρὸς τῆς Σικελίης τῶν οἰκητύρων τὰ 

20 ὑπεναντία τούτων πεφυκέναι θηλυδρίης τε καὶ μαλακώτερος 

154 ἀνήρ. οὗτος μέν νυν ἐκτήσατο τοῦτο τὸ γέρας" Κλεάνδρου 


15 Sy om. B || καὶ: κάρτα Ἱεοτας wa Ἐ 10 κα 
17 τοῦ ἅπαντος codd. : ἅπαντος vel τοῦ ἐπιόντος Valekenaet (ep. Soph. 0.7. 


393, 0.C. 752): [τοῦ] Ὁ παντὺς van H.: τοῦ 


coni. Stein® 
Stein: οὕτω 


drios, 3. 142. See further Schoemann- 
Lipsius, Gr. Alt, ii. 435. (Modern 
society offers no such aristocratic privi- 
leges as that !) 
15, ϑᾶμά ὧν καὶ τοῦτο: if the 
reading i ight ( App. Crit.) there are 
nishing Hd Hdt. What are 
they Β 3 clearly that such a man 
ines, an effeminate and soft person, 
wrought a deed so daring as the restora- 
tion of the exiles, or seceders ; but what 
is the other? The nearest thing seems 


thing 
to be, that any one should be able to 
effect such a result by such means and 
on such conditions (τούτοισι δ' ὧν πίσυνος 


ἐπ᾿ ᾧ re) without any band οἵ 
warriors (ἔχων οὐδεμίαν dvd, δύναμιν), 
and simply rok relying on the possession and 
display o holy treasures. Se ben 
originally sander te paemad ef the led, 

δ of the 

but οὐκ 7 εἰπεῖν is an expression of 
ignorance, not of wonder. The acq uisi- 
tion or 
out of the way wendertal ; lat Hdt. may 
well be surprised at a arog 
result based upon a hieropha «τῷ 
ep. his remarks on that πρῆγμα, gon 4 
στατον, the restoration of Peisistratos by 


18 νενόμικε Classen || γενέσθαι B 


on of such things was not 


τυχύντος Cobet: τοῦ ἀπαντῶντος 
184. 1 οὗτος 


him in the priesthood: ep. Pindar, ol. 
6. 95 ef schol, 

The legendary achievement of their 
ancestor might be connected with a 
restoration of exiles, or it might con- 
ceivably have marked a restriction 
piece je of power, which Gelon ἊΝ 

sagen and more than recovered, but 
by ὙΠ y secular means, 


19. ὃ δὲ 
Blakesley sees ( perhaps right! 
these μον ἐκ evidineda: of a visit tis) in 
on the τ of Hdt., re falls pgs the 
error ἢ nterpreting κήτορες 
rimitive population the ori 

bitants (the Sikels), which is is just 
what the word never means, Cp. L 4 
8" Here, of course, the 

colonists (the Sikeliotai) are so de- 
: 0. τ ὙΡῈ καὶ μαλακ 

2' τε Ξ 
as Hiero hart Dente and Perephont 
he may have had, or been credited with 
having, too much of ‘the eternal 
feminine’ about him; or perhaps he 
may even have donned female attire for 
the exhibition of the holy things, ak 
this cult-practice may have nerated 
the traditional view of his 


era. -Athene, i. 60. On that ritual ep. L. R. Farnell, Archiv 

suspect that there was more fiir Religionsw. vii. (1904) me ff., where 
thau anaes behind the achievement of ‘this case might be added to the list of 
Telines also; and that the mere ) display Male magne of female divinitios."” 
of the ipd, however genuine, wasnot the  [Ι1δᾷ. 1. γέρας may be taken to signify 
whole secret of ao success. The softness the ‘public recognition, ep. cc. 104, 134 


of the priest is haps t but a metaphorical - apres. } 

transfer from ὁ divinities ; cp. below. Ὁ εάνδρου δὲ τοῦ Tlayrdpeos. 
The priesthood might indeed be a hi; ghly Kleandroa, son of Pantares 

advantageous avenue, or appanage, toa an oligarchy (Aristot. Pol, 8, 12. 13= 
tyrannis. Gelon transplanted t the: cult ὦ tto 1316 a) 5.0. 505 (ep. phe Sicily, ti. 
Syracuse, and built there ἃ temple for it 104), the oligarchy which had come 
out of the Punic : spoil 5 ‘Hieron n succeeded back under the auspices of Telines. 


7 
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δὲ τοῦ Ilavrdpeos τελευτήσαντος τὸν βίον, bs ἐτυράννευσε μὲν 
Γέλης ἑπτὰ ἔτεα, ἀπέθανε δὲ ὑπὸ Σαβύλλου ἀνδρὸς Γελῴου, 
ἐνθαῦτα ἀναλαμβάνει τὴν μουναρχίην Ἱπποκράτης Κλεάνδρου 
ἐὼν ἀδελφεός. ἔχοντος δὲ Ἱπποκράτεος τὴν τυραννίδα, ὃς 
Γέλων ἐὼν Τηλίνεω τοῦ ἱροφάντεω ἀπόγονος πολλῶν τε μετ᾽ 
ἄλλων καὶ Αἰνησιδήμου τοῦ Παταίκου ... ὃς ἦν δορυφόρος 
Ἱπποκράτεος, μετὰ δὲ οὐ πολλὸν χρόνον δι’ ἀρετὴν ἀπεδέχθη 
πάσης τῆς ἵππου εἶναι ἵππαρχος. πολεορκέοντος γὰρ ῖἽππο- 


2 πανάρεος R: παταρέος SVz 4 λαμβάνει B, van H. 6 
iepopavrew a || τε coni. Stein! 3 7 παταίκου ὃς ἦν codd.: ὃς del. 
Reiske: τέως repon. Schaefer: lacunam indic. Stein ita expl. Θήρωνος δὲ 
πατρὸς aut simpl. υἱέος : παιδός Stourat (cf. Bursian Jahrb. 86. 54): 
<’Axpayavrivov ἀνδρ: ὃς Sitzler: «υἱέος: ὃς Holder: lacunam post 


“Ἱπποκράτεος signific. Bekker, Baehr, Kallenberg 


His father’s and grandfather’s names 
appear on an Olympian inscr., Rohl, 
I.G.A. 512a Παντάρης μ' ἀνέθηκε Meve- 
xpdrios Διὸς [ἅθλον] “Appare () νικάσας 
πέδου ἐκ κλειτοῦ Γελοαίου. 

8. Σαβύλλον ἀνδρὸς Γελῴου : nothing 
else is recorded of this tyrannicide. 
(Is his name Greek or Sabellian? A 
Molossian named Σαβύλινθος appears in 
Thuc, 2. 80. 6.) The ethnikon is not 

uite regular, at least if formed from 

έλα (γελαῖος, Steph. B.). 

4. ἀναλαμβάνει : generally of resum- 
ing ἃ broken succession, so perhaps 
Hippokrates did not succeed without a 
struggle. (Freeman ii. 497 makes the 
same inference from the fact that 
Kleandros was killed.) 

‘Iwmoxparns Κλεάνδρον ἐὼν ἀδελ- 
φεός : presuinably Hippokrates was the 
younger brother. The date of his acces- 
sion may be 498 B.c. (Cp. Freeman, ii. 
104.) 

5. ἔχοντος is used in the strongest 
sense. 

ὁ Γέλων. Ἱπποκράτεος : the - 
age is unfortunately imperfect. Bekker 
marks a lacuna after ‘Iwwoxpdreos, Stein 
after [Ilaralxov. Whichever is right 
(one must, both might, be) some valuable 
information has dropped out. Stein, 
indeed, reduces the loss to a minimum 
(vid. App. Crit.). The result, however, 
is a very bald statement ὁ Γέλων ἐὼν. 
ἣν δορυφόρος. Moreover, no reason for 
naming Ainesidemos appears, and πολλῶν 
μετ᾽ ἄλλων is also merely superfluous 
verbiage. Some action or event, in 


which Gelon and Ainesidemos distin- 

guished themselves, and served their 

master, may have been here recorded. 

For further discussion op: Freeman, 

Sicily, ii., Appendix, Note XI. The First 
᾿ elon. 


Rise of G 

7. Al τοῦ Ilaralxov may, 
or may not, the father of Theron, 
tyrant of Akragas, c. 165 infra; cp. 

reeman, op.c. p.105n.2 Aristot. Rhet. 
1. 12=1873 relates that Gelon kid- 
napped an Ainesidemos, who thereupon 
paid him κοττάβια, ὅτι ἔφθασεν, ws καὶ 
αὐτὸς μέλλων (‘diamond cut diamond’ !). 
Ainesidemos, father of Theron, was of the 
house of the Emmenidai (cp. Pindar, O8. 
2. 81, 3. 68), who traced themselves to 
Kadmeian Theras, and so to the illus- 
trious Aigeidai (Hdt. 4. 149). One of 
his ancestors (Emmenes) had migrated 
from Lindos to Gela, and on to Ak 
and his grandfathor Telemachos had 
overthrown the tyrant Phalaris. If the 
Ainesidemos of each is the same, 
we should obtain the sequence Tele- 
machos, Pataikos, Ainesidamoe, Theron. 
The name Πάταικος is a curious one in 
this connexion. It is attested as the 
name of several Greeks (cp. Pape- 
Benseler, sub v.), yet still we might be 
tempted to connect it with τοῖσι Φοινι- 
κηίοισι Παταΐκοισι τοὺς οἱ Φοίνικες ἐν τῇσι 


πρῴρῃσι τῶν τριηρέων περιάγουσι, Hut. 
8. 87. 


9. εἶναι ἵππαρχος. . γάρ: εἶναι is 
pleonastic, as in 5. 25. It is to be 
presumed that all the wars next enumer- 
ated were not completed before Gelon’s 
appointment as Hipparch-in-chief. 
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10 κράτεος 
casino lt gaat Συρηκοσίους τε 


Three great wars conducted by Hi 
great hee oe y Πιρ- 


ae ay Kallipolis and Naxos, Naxos was ἃ 
Chalkidic colony accounted the earliest in 
ee ee δ. 3. 1), the Chalkidic oikist 


ee with him ; 
"steph, Be sub υ, Xadxis; Freeman, 
cp δὲ »Appendix, NoteXV. Kallipolis 
Was a su Naxos, sna 
situate (like the metropolis) on the 
coast ; 8182 ff Of the 
details of this war nothin known. 
2 ata perhaps bore the SA, of the 
8, and ed. Naxos appears 
Hoye the Athenian allies in Sicily, ap. 
Thue, 6-7, but was destro ge by Dio- 
a in 403 s.o, (Di 14. 15), 
uromenion (Taormina) ‘afterwards 
took its place (Freeman, i. 314 if.). 
Il, Zankle and Leontinoi. Like the 
a war, directed against the Chal- 
(Ionian) element in the island, but 
with a difference. Zankle is undoubtedly 
ov later Messene (op. c. 164 infra), the 
voy of ce me λαῦν from the oceupa- 
lace by the exiled Messonians 
ΤῊ B.C. Thue. δ, 4. 5-6, and infra 
Le Leon noi was a settlement from 
Naxos (Thue. 6. 3, 3), remarkable, among 
all Sikeliote cities, as ocoupying an 
inland site (cp. Freeman, i, 36 ᾿ 
A story of a quarrel at Zankle, in which 
Hippokrates was engaged, is told by Hdt., 
at least in part, 6. 23 supra, and it is 
remarkable that there is here no reference 
back to that . The two 
are doubtless from different sources, and 
Hdt. may have failed (as often) to 
connect them. The problem of com- 
position becomes more acute in relation 
to the du licate stories in ο, 164 infra, 
ubi wid, Cp, also Introduction, 88 4%, 
Whether the war here mentioned is the 


intervention, the story of which is aos t's ‘terms. 
does not figure in that account. There — a 
inter 
its in a shameful bargain 
between Hippokrates and the lawless” Ἢ 
Samians, who had seized the city, 1 at ty 


in 6, 23, is not quite clear. Leontin 0 


is no siege by Hippokrates, _ The i 
vention 1 


expense of the Zanklaians. Per 
the war here referred to was an ¢@ 


episode, by which ‘Higploates ἢ ‘had 


rom the suzerainty which he app 
that story, to have claimed over 
Op. | eeman, Sicily, i, 11 118, 


ave accepted the 
ey ep on behalf of Syracuse, if 


HPOAOTOY 
Kanone real Ναξώρν καὶ Ζεγωλαίους το καὶ 
καὶ τῶν βαρβάρων συχ- 


se, απεὶ (its su 


Dorian and 
| but the oldest Hellenic oe 
nee 
39) comprise all that is known of this 
war. Freeman locates the defeat of 
Syracusans on the Heloros (492 
rather far inland, at the crossing 
stream between the modern towns 
Noto and Rossolino; Ch 
friend of Gelon, distinguish 
in this battle ὁ (Pindar fe) 
our sole authority for the seq 
arbitration between Hi 
ἐς , Which resulted i 
of Kamarina (the one tet 
which showed disloys to Dorism !) 
into νος hands ath krates: this 
uisition carried nions along 
the south coast further west. 

It might be suspected that this ‘Arbi- 
tration : y an ‘Intervention " 
ἐρρύσαντο ; but ἃ court composed from 
Kerinth and Korkyra, ΕΝ mutual 
aie was inveterate and notorious, 
might be trusted to do substantial justice 
on any point where the court was unani- 
Peete = evils nage Ὧν a decision. We 

ve, then, 10 CASE bably a 
genuine instance of the Trail 
arbitration among are ou At the 
same time the would scarce! 
τ offices of Korin 


i 
ἜΠΗ 


a: 
i 
a 


Ἧ 


ition to dictate 


he had nin a 


affair: Teenie a oe ious ceca 
_ settlement, had been destroyed by the 
‘metropolis, and its land was 


over 
Hippokrates as ransom for Bb 
—— This result may, ver, 


— Fave. bon. attained by the 


offices 
of Korinth and Korkyra; and the 


si wrisoners may have been taken at the 


{eloros. 


ia, ‘play ἊΣ ce. 160 infra, 
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vous, ἀνὴρ ἐφαίνετο ἐν τούτοισι τοῖσι πολέμοισι ἐὼν ὁ Γέλων 
λαμπρότατος. τῶν δὲ εἶπον πολίων τουτέων πλὴν Συρηκουσέων 
οὐδεμία ἀπέφυγε δουλοσύνην πρὸς Ἱπποκράτεος" Συρηκοσίους 
δὲ Κορίνθιοί τε καὶ Κερκυραῖοι ἐρρύσαντο μάχῃ ἑσσωθέντας 15 
ἐπὶ ποταμῷ ᾿Ελώρῳ, ἐρρύσαντο δὲ οὗτοι ἐπὶ τοισίδε καταλλά- 
ἕαντες, ἐπ’ ᾧ τε [Ἱπποκράτει Καμάριναν Συρηκοσίους παρα- 
δοῦναι. Συρηκοσίων δὲ ἣν Καμάρινα τὸ ἀρχαῖον. ὡς δὲ καὶ 155 
ἹἽἹπποκράτεα τυραννεύσαντα ἴσα ἔτεα τῷ ἀδελφεῷ “Κλεάνδρῳ 
κατέλαβε ἀποθανεῖν πρὸς πόλι Ὕβλῃ στρατευσάμενον ἐπὶ 
τοὺς Σικελούς, οὕτω δὴ ὁ Γέλων τῷ λόγῳ τιμωρέων τοῖσι 
Ἱπποκράτεος παισὶ Εὐκλείδῃ τε καὶ Κλεάνδρῳ, οὐ βουλομένων ς 
τῶν πολιητέων κατηκόων ἔτι εἶναι, τῷ ἔργῳ, ὡς ἐπεκράτησε 
μάχῃ τῶν Γελῴων, ἦρχε αὐτὸς ἀποστερήσας τοὺς “Ἱπποκράτεος 
παῖδας. μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο τὸ εὕρημα τοὺς γαμόρους καλεομένους 


19 πολέμοισι S: πολεμέοισι || ὁ Γέλων secl. van H. 13 τουτέων a: 
πασέων B, Holder: τούτων πασέων 1 Kallenberg || συρηκοσίων B 14 
ἀπέφυγε Eltz, van H., Stein®: πέφευγε codd., Stein!: διέφυγε Stein? : 
πεφεύγεε Schenkl, Holder 16 rowide: τοῖσιδε Stein: τοῖσδε codd. 


155. 5 κασσανδρωι a 7 γελώων B 

155. 2. toa trea: to wit, seven, c. the he youre dee ces. Gelon had perhaps 
154 : 498-491 B.c, been with the army at Hybla. 

3. κα ἀποθανεῖν : cp. 8. 118 : apparently not long after. 
κατόλαβε impersonal. Gelo's régime in Syracuse lasted circa 

πρὸς πόλι “YBAq : aad ‘hard by,’ 485-478 B.o. 

ad, apud; cp. Thuc. 2. 79. 2 πρὸς [v.L εὔρημα : cp. εὕρημα εὕρηκε c. 10 
ὑπ᾽] αὐτῇ τῇ πόλει. supra, εὕρημα ΓΈΠΉΣ 8. 109—all 

There were three places of the name three cases with ightly different 
of Hybla in Sicily, all originally Sikel, significance: here itable ; above, 


Hybla being a native deity ( —— luck ; alow of a just and well- 
Sicily, i 159). (i.) A holy place git 


oe to Megara, and therefore in ‘ts 

hbourhood : Ear Freeman identifies 
mit ‘Greater Hybla,’ though it was 
overshadowed by Megara. (ii.) Galeatic 
Hybla, just south of Aitna, at the 
modern hear which Freeman identi- 
fies with the Lesser Hybla. (iii) ‘Hpala, 
in the south, between Syracuse and 
Kamarina : this ἀρὰ be the one men- 
tioned in Aye text. 

4. te ἃ ῥ love: not a very 
frequent ἀρὰ δ Κα πὰ dt., cp. 6. 88, 
nor is EdwhaBy sex nite strictly. bas 

5. nothi 
is known of them, save what Hat. affords; 
they were presumably minors ; Gela 
refused to acknowledge them, one or 
both, and for a moment became a Re- 

ublic—Freeman, ii. 122, thinks ‘doubt- 
io a democrac only to be overthrown 


by Gelon, as the nominal champion of 


eserved, if unexpected, success. 
τοὺξ ya : Hdt. 
reserves the dialectal form, the tether 
or the addition of the participle. The 
Marm. Par. 36 (Flach 52) dates the 
government of the γεωμόροι at Syracuse 
to the archon Kritias=595 s.c. Ol. 46. 
2, and they are exhibited as exercising a 
judicial function in a very obscure passage 
of Diodoros: 8. 9 (the Agathokles there 
mentioned is not enumerated in the list of 
thirty-three men of that name ap. Pauly- 
Wissowa, i. 748} The name was 
known to old Attica (γεωμόροι), Plutarch, 
Theseus, 25 (=’A0@. w.?), and at Samos 
long after (Thuc. 8. 21). At 8 
as at Samos they undoubtedly pe ter 
the landowners (or landlords, Ἢ 3 eet 
29), an aristocracy, or oligarchy, H enic 
and Dorian, driven out to Kasmene by 
the Demos and the serf- population. 
The Demos may have included a Greek 
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τῶν Συρηκοσίων ἀεπάσάστας ὑπὸ δὲ τ ee τῷ 
τξερεν cecal πόύναν, cepted keer a" 


iar ὁ ap δῆμος 
Pent τὰ» πόλιν καὶ ἑωυτόν. 
Συρηκούσας, Γέλης μὲν ἐπικρατέων λύγον ἐλάσσω 


ὃ δὲ ἐπείτε παρέλαβε τὰς 
parr 


ἐπιτρέψας αὐτὴν Ἱέρωνι ἀδελφεῷ ἑωυτοῦ, ὃ δὲ τὰς ΞΕ 


10 κιλλυρίων Ad: κυλληρίων B || ὁ 
156. 2 συρηκούσσας a || Ῥέλης a re om. R 
: ἀδελφεῶ B 


κούσσας α 
ἐπικρατέων del. Sitzler 3 
BApr. d: συρηκούσσας Acorr. B 


element; the serfs were doubtless 
natives, and <> ‘Sicels’ rather 
than ‘Sicans.’ ene τ᾿ in- 
deed, compared hy * Aristotle’ Zupa- 
serlew wehirele) $0 t e Helota in onia, 
the Penestai in Thessaly, the Klarotai 
ἐπῆν Krete (V. Rose, Fragm, 586 τε Photius, 
sub v.), but a complete ethnic division 
nll no more have obtained between 
Demos and Kyllyrioi at Syracuse than 
πὸ tween Perio emis Heilotes at Sparta. 
δ ogy of the "υμνῆτες or 
υμνήσιοι, and" Opeeara(Portalbeby on. 8 
t be invo τε 
, Cp. ἀποθανεῖν 


Mt. berry bw ἐν τὶ 


ref. Poms should be 'added) 


the τ το, δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ εἰς ταὐτὸ συνελθεῖν 


παντοδαποὶ ὄντε, How the word should 
have that meaning is not clear. Κυλ- 
λύριοι might well be the name of a 
cohen Sicel tribe (cp. 'Oprearac= 


rioikoi at pe al Καλλι-κύριοι looks 


= a Shy 9 Ban ars 0 


ποδοος Thue. δ. δ, 2, a8a 8: epee 
settlement founded about ninety | 
after the metropolis: ἫΝ 
map, places it in the SE. corner of ἊΝ 
island, ‘Upon an oe ee site. | 


’ Bot τὴν loved, 
Aristotle, Pol. 5. 3. 5= 1802 B, ‘dia, 
case of ὁ 


Syracuse before Gelon as Ss 
Democracy ruined by its own Jawlessn 3 
and disorder (ἀταξία: καὶ dvapyias). 
Grote, iv, 304 n., suspects Aristo totle e οἱ 
having substituted the Sen of Galen 


a! that of ‘Dionysios, — by mT Ὁ . of may bes (Lupus, die Stadt 
mory.’ Freeman, Sicily, ii. 1: 3 
defends Aristotle’ "5 ‘meer. ἘΣ 


name in this ἢ 


correct. 
ns πόλιος : the town, is 


Freeman, (Og ort 2 


3 Tiler eel ve 11 


ἤράτν- τ"... 


two other instances 


something to be said : 

admits that Aristotle's reference is ‘be 

not thought out with much care.” 

τὰ great significance of the Faces 
of Syracuse, and the transfer of govern- 
ment, Grote and Freeman (/i.c.) may be 


αν ρα τσ 


consulted. 


156. 8," 


successor of Gelon, er patie 


his predecessor in ability and ἣ 
is mentioned by Hdt. in this one 
(a patent illustration of how much 
might have recorded that he has left 


unsaid !), Besides Hieron (a 
ierophantic there 


were two other brothers, Poly 2los and 


Thragyboulos ioned by Hat. 


» Poy 
vette, 


The names, however, are probably 


ὃ δέ: on this resumption of the 
wibjes, wi arent tithesis 


— for ‘the sake of rhetorical grt 2S cp. δα. 


6, 10, 18, 51, ete. 


ing A Achradina, already a Tortitied μη το subarb, 


— Ortyais, , already a pret: 

τ (ep. man, ii, 138 ff), "hich 
btless added fresh territory to the 

city itself. This h esis seems More 


reasonable than the view that Gelon 
made ἢ no considerable addition to the 


area of the : city, whatever the exact truth 


about the remains of the *Gelonian wall * 


mi Syracus, 
87 ff, represents the said μα ΚΔ 


Holm'se ‘schen view.) Cp. infra. 
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κούσας ἐκράτυνε, καὶ ἦσάν of πάντα ai Συρήκουσαι" al δὲ 
παραυτίκα ἀνά τ᾽ ἔδραμον καὶ ἔβλαστον. τοῦτο μὲν γὰρ ς 
Καμαριναίους ἅπαντας ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας ἀγαγὼν πολιήτας 
ἐποίησε, Καμαρίνης δὲ τὸ ἄστυ κατέσκαψε, τοῦτο δὲ Γελῴων 
ὑπερημίσεας τῶν ἀστῶν τὠντὸ τοῖσι ἸΚαμαριναίοισι ἐποίησε" 
Μεγαρέας τε τοὺς ἐν Σικελίῃ, ὡς πολιορκεόμενοι ἐς ὁμολογίην 
προσεχώρησαν, τοὺς μὲν αὐτῶν παχέας, ἀειραμένους τε πόλε- το 
μον αὐτῷ καὶ προσδοκῶντας ἀπολέεσθαι διὰ τοῦτο, ἀγωγὼν 
ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας πολεήτας ἐποίησε, τὸν δὲ δῆμον τῶν 
Μεγαρέων οὐκ ἐόντα μεταίτιον τοῦ πολέμου τούτου οὐδὲ 
προσδεκόμενον κακὸν οὐδὲν πείσεσθαι, ἀγαγὼν καὶ τούτους ἐς 


τὰς Συρηκούσας ἀπέδοτο ἐπ᾽ ἐξαγωγῇ ἐκ Σικελίης. τὠυτὸ δὲ τς 
4 οἱ πάντα Reiske: ἅπαντα || συρήκουσσαι a: συράκουσαι B δ 


ἔκβλαστον B: ἀνέβλαστον CP:, van H. 
10 ἀειρομένους B 


κούσας B 7 γελώων β 
B || ἀγαγὼν Bekker, Stein?: ἄγων 


B: συρακούσας B: συρρηκούσας d || πολίτας B 


’ ’ 
συρακούσας β: συρρηκούσας d 


4. ἦσάν οἱ πάντα αἱ Σνρήκουσαι: 


6 συρηκούσσας α: συρα- 
11 ἀπολέσθαι 
12 συρηκούσσας A: συρακούσσας 
1ὅ συρηκούσσας α: 


Hippokrates but a few years before as an 


an admirable harbour, other physical out of Gela τ pea Syracuse: the 
advantages of the site, a position on the altered position of use under Gelon 
east coast, facing Italy, Hellas, Asia, involved the reversal of that policy ; but 


all tended to make Syracuse, not merely 
more important than Gela, but potential 
capital of the island, and seat of a t 
Mediterranean power. Such had been 
the dream of Hippokrates, and that 
dream was now realized by Gelon. He 
enlarges and fortifies the city, and 
multiplies the population, by the whole- 
sale transfer of citizens from Kamarina, 
Gela, Megara, Euboia. Room had to 


Kamarina was destined toanother restora- 
tion, Thuc. 6. 5. 8. 
ἢ. τὸ ἄστν κα ε does not 
necessarily imply that the place had 
been walled, or fortified (cp. 6. 72 ra 
οἰκία ol κατεσκάφη), rather all the 
habitations were razed to the ground. 
pov ὑπερὴη τῶν ἀστῶν: 
‘above half of the citizens of Gela’ were 
transferred to Syracuse ; this would not 


be found for this mass of men. The merely weaken Gela as a possible rival 
‘Cavallari- Holm’ view is that the of Syracuse, but strengthen the Greek 
immigrants went to fill up gaps on Ach- and Dorian element in the new capital. 

radina, that the quarter cha was 9. Μεγαρέας: cp. c. 155 supra. The 


added by Gelon, and that the lower part 
of Achradina in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of the island was somewhat en- 


larged (Lupus, p. 99). 

5. ἀνά δ ἐδ καὶ ἔβλαστον. 
Freeman, ii. 1838 n.?, quaintly regards 
these words as ‘‘not ilt-chosen to set 
forth the climbing up of the city from 
Ortygia to the height of Achradina”; 
but the words are purely metaphorical, 
op. the description of Sparta 1. 66 ola δὲ 
ἔν re χώρῃ ἀγαθῇ καὶ πλήθεϊ οὐκ ὀλίγων 
ἀνδρῶν, ἀνά τε ἔδραμον αὐτίκα καὶ εὐθηνή- 
θησαν. 

6. Καμαριναίονε ἅπανταε : ie. the 
settlers established at Kamarina by 


παχέες (cp. 5. 30, 5. 77, 6. 91) or ‘men 
of substance’ would be the Hellenic and 
Dorian element, or the cream thereof. 
The δῆμος would, perhaps, include non- 
Hellenic elements. After this unexpected 
‘judgement of Gelon’ Megara was a 
solitude (cp. Thuc. 6. 49. 4), and the 
old Isthmian rival of Korinth lost its 
point dapput in the West. , 
similarly treated, disappears completely 
from history, so that its very site is not 
exactly known (Freeman, i. 380): as a 
foundation from Leontinoi it represented 
an rina an of the Chalkidic interest ; 
op. Strabo 272, 449. 

15. ἀπέδοτο ἐπ’ ἐξαγωγῇ, ‘sold them 
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τοῦτο καὶ Εὐβοέας τοὺς ἐν Σικελίῃ ἐποίησε διακρίνας. « 
δὲ ταῦτα τούτους ἀμφοτέρους νομίσας δῆμον εἶναι ouvoi 


ἀχαριτώτατον. 


Τοιούτῳ μὲν τρόπῳ τύραννος ἐγεγόνεε μέγας ὁ T' 


τότε δ' ὡς οἱ ἄγγελοι 


Συρηκούσας, ἐλθόντες αὐτῷ ἐς λόγους ἔλεγον τάδε. 


τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἀπίκατο ἐς 


ΡΝ 


ἔπε͵ 


ἡμέας Λακεδαιμόνιος καὶ οἱ τούτων σύμμαχοι παραλα 
ς μένους σε πρὸς τὸν βάρβαρον: τὸν γὰρ ἐπιόντα ἐπὶ 


167. 1 μέγας ἐγεγόνεε B || ὁ om. B 


συρηκούσσας a: συρακούσας B 


Sitzler, van H., aliique 


as slaves for exportation.’ Hdt. seems 
barely aware of the grim irony of their 
fate. Their destinations will have been 
in Italy and Africa, probably, rather than 
the East. With the phrase cp. 5. 6 
πωλεῦσι τὰ τέκνα ἐπ᾿ ἐξαγωγῇ (Demosth. 
uses the gen. case). ἐξαγ. in a somewhat 
ai sense ἐμ 179. 2 
17. δῆμον εἶναι συνοίκημα ι- 
τώτατον. Gelon appears to have en 
something of a humorist, and this bon- 
mot may be genuine: not so the one 
ascribed to him in c. 162 infra. The 
deeper aspects of Gelon’s statecraft Hdt. 
either misses, or will not spoil his lively 
logogra phy by discussing. Gelon plainly 
unders the art of governing by 
division. He effects a huge συνοικισμός 
in Syracuse ; as a rule such centralisa- 
tions promoted democracy (Mantineia, 
Athens, Megalopolis), and perhaps in the 
lony run in μεγαλοπόλιες Συρακοῦσαι too ; 
but for the time, at least, Gelon elimin- 
ated the elements, which might most 
easily have coalesced into an unmanage- 
able and graceless proletariate, and relied 
upon the divided interests of his 
composite citizen body all centring 
upon its creator. 
συνοίκημα, apparently an Hapax- 
legomenon, suggests an element or factor 
in ἃ σνυνοικισμός, as well as an item ina 
household (like ΔΗΜΟΣ in The Knights). 
a ἀχάριτος = ἄχαρις occurs also in 1. 
207. 
157. 1. ἐγεγόνεε μέγας ὁ Γέλων: with 
the article cp. c. 154 supra; μέγας is 
predicative, ἐγεγόνεε is a temporal 
pluperfect, ‘before the date of the 
embassy.’ Stein notes that Timaios (of 
Sicily) made the negotiations originate 
with Gelon ; cp. Polyb. 12. 26b. To be 
quite strict the story only trausfers the 


2 amixéato Pz 
4 re καὶ ᾿Αθηναῖοι καὶ B, E 


ὃ τὰ yap ἐπιόντα coni. Stein? 


tiations from 8: 
converts the dy 


scene of the n 
to Korinth, an 
accordingly into the 
Probouloi and Gelon’s Ambassado! 
primary application for aid migh 
originated with the προκαθήμενοι. 
2. τότε : presumably the sum: 
autumn of 481 B.c. referring back 
int at the beginning of c. 153 
Ὅτ which perhaps this passa; 
once continuous ; cp. Introductio: 
3. : Syagros presi 
was the orator; cp cc. 153, 159. 
gives the ipsissima verba of the 8] 


at this interview throughout: whe 
he obtain them! Cp. Introductio 
4 vor καὶ of τούτα 


μαχοι. As the Athenians appea 
entitled to separate mention, 
would amend the text (cp. 
Crit.). Others may perhaps quot 
words as proving that the Athenie 
simply entered the Spartan Sym 
But a Spartan is speaking: thi 
‘allies’ and ‘allies’: the Atl 
might equally speak of the Spar 
allies of Athens. Moreover, thi 
τούτων (not ἡμῶν or ἡμέτεροι) fol 
ἡμέας is especially significant. ὃ 
may be speaking: he is the only & 
named, and probably the on! 
present, but he speaks in the nam 
the ambassadors, to whom (and 
himself, or his fellow Lakedaim: 
ἡμέας refers. Still, the expressic 
curious one, instead of of ow 
Ἑλλήνων ἐπὶ τῷ Πέρσῃ, or one 
equivalents, and Syagros is givi 
own state all the prominence Ὧι 
cp. c. 149 supra. 

σε πρὸς 


sounds a little abrupt, or ‘fr 
πρός, ‘against,’ as in c. 145 supra. 
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Ἑλλάδα πάντως κου πυνθάνεαι, ὅτε Πέρσης ἀνὴρ μέλλει, 
ζεύξας τὸν Ἑλλήσποντον καὶ ἐπάγων πάντα τὸν ἤῴον στρατὸν 
ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης, στρατηλατήσειν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, πρόσχημα 
μὲν ποιεύμενος ὡς ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αθήνας ἐλαύνει, ἐν νόῳ δὲ ἔχων 
πᾶσαν τὴν Ελλάδα ὑπ᾽ ἑωυτῷ ποιήσασθαι. σὺ δὲ δυνάμιός 
Te <yap> ἥκεις μεγάλως, καὶ μοῖρά τοι τῆς Ἑλλάδος οὐκ 
ἐλαχίστη μέτα ἄρχοντί γε Σικελίης, βοήθεέ τε τοῖσι ἐλευ- 


θεροῦσι 


τὴν Ἑλλάδα καὶ συνελευθέρου. 


ἁλὴς μὲν γὰρ 


6 punctum post ᾿ΕἙλλάδα et yap post πάντως tranf. Koen, van H. || 


μέλλει om. B 


7 καὶ om. B || ἠῶον Bdz: 


an yotov? Stein!, Cobet 


8 ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης del. Cobet, Holder, van H. || ἐστρατηλάτησεν (sic) B 


9 va B 


10 ποιήσεσθαι van H. 
yap Stein!? || εὖ ἥκεις Valckenaer, van H. || μεγάλως Reiske : 
quod Valckenaer del. approb. van H. || τῆς om. B 


Bekker : re 


άλης 
13 ἀλλὴς Β: 


11 τε codd.: γὰρ 


αἰλὴς A: ἁλῆς B (Holder): ἅλις S (Gaisf.) 


7. ζεύξας καὶ ἐπάγων. In regard to 
the tenses, it is not quite clear whether 
they are grammatically relative to the 
moment of speaking or subordinate to 
μέλλει στρατηλατήσει. Actually no 
difference arises, as at the time of the 
visit to Gelon bridges had been thrown 
across the Hellespont, and Xerxes was 
underway. πᾶς ὁ tos στρατὸς ἐκ τῆς 
᾿Ασίης is a phrase which supplies a clue 
to the army-list of Xerxes: Hdt. knew 
ol was expected of him; cp. Appendix 


. § 5. 

8. πρόσχημα μὲν .. ἐν 
νόῳ δὲ ἔχων: a very elaborate form of 
the antithesis (rw) λόγῳ... (τῷ) ἔργῳ : 
cp. c. 155 supra, 4. 167. 


10. δυνάμιός τε < γὰρ; fixers aaa 
ἥκειν with ee tallow ts a substantive 
in the genitive, is common: 1. 80 τοῦ βίον 
εὖ ἥκοντι; 5. 62 χρημάτων εὖ ἥκοντες ; 
8. 111 θεῶν χρηστῶν ἥκοιεν εὖ : 1. 102 
ἑωυτῶν εὖ ἥκοντες. [{ἀλμεγάλως is to 
stand, it takes the place of ed, with a 
difference not quite happy; or=és μέγα 
τι. Perhaps Hdt. wrote δυνάμιός re γὰρ 
εὖ ἥκεις peyddns? Cp. App. Crit. 

11. μοῖρά τοι τῆς ‘ os οὐκ ἔλα- 
χίστη μέτα. μέτα -- μέτεστι. γῆς might 
be supplied with Ἑλλάδος, but the 
feeling 18 of something more abstract, 
κοινωνίας, or even of ἡ Ἑλλάς itself as 
an entity, das Griechentum, comprising 
all the highest culture and civilization 
of the time. The recognition in the 
phrase ἄρχοντί ye Σικελίης of (a) the 
unity of Sicily, (5) the constitutional 
character of Gelon’s government, is very 
significant. 


12. ἄρχοντί γε might be a diplomatic 
compliment; but so far as it goes it 
supports ‘‘the confused statement of a 
late writer that Gelon ruled at Syracuse 
under cover of the office of general with 
full powers,” Freeman, ii. 137. (The 

hrase στρατηγὸς αὐτοκράτωρ is used by 
th Diodoros and Polyainos of Gelon ; 
but it smacks too ce Athenian 
rocedure.) Cp. c. 161 infra. 
: τοῖσι Ἑλλάδα : an 
unofficial term tor the συνωμόται. As 
Hellas is not in subjection ἐλευθεροῦντες 
is rhetorical, and means ‘defending the 
ark of Hellas.’ es 

13. .. συνάγεται: the grammar 
is 8 tittle” peculiar. Is ἁλὴς. . Ἑλλάς 
a nominativus ens? or in apposition 
to χεὶρ μ. Ἶ or the subject of συνάγεται 
and χεὶρ μεγάλη an extension of the 
predicate? The passage is not well 
expressed: ἁλὴς γενομένη anticipates 
συνάγεται, and συνάγεται therefore means 
very little more than γίνεται. A some- 
what similar construction occurs 6. 111 
τὸ στρατόπεδον ἐξισούμενον τῷ Μηδικῷ 
στρατοπέδῳ κτλ., but there, though the 
genitive might be simpler, (a) there are 
no less than three participial construc- 
tions with gensfivus pendens immediately 
preceding ; (b) the subordinate subjects, 
τὸ μὲν αὐτοῦ μέσον . . τὸ δὲ κέρας ἑκάτερον, 
are parts of the whole στρατόπεδον, and 
their specification resnmes in detail the 
precedent subject, but yet greatly en- 
riches its contents. Here there is less 
excuse for the anacoluthon, as χεὶρ 
μεγάλη is simply equivalent to ἁλὴς . . 
ἡ Ἑλλάς, (πολλοὶ μὲν ἄνδρες πολλαὶ δὲ 
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γενομένη πᾶσα ἡ Ἑλλὰς yelp μεγάλη συνάγεται 

15 ἀξιόμαχοι γινόμεθα τοῖσι ἐπιοῦσι" ἣν δὲ ἡμέων of μὲν 
προδιδῶσι οὗ δὲ μὴ θέλωσι τιμωρέειν, τὸ δὲ ὑγιαῖνο 
Ἑλλάδος ἢ ὀλώύγον, τοῦτο δὲ ἤδη δεινὸν γίνεται μὴ 
πᾶσα ἡ Ἑλλάς. μὴ γὰρ ἐλπίσῃς, yw ἡμέας καταστρέ 

ὁ Πέρσης μάχῃ κρατήσας, ὡς οὐκὶ ἥξει παρὰ σέ γε, 

20. πρὸ τούτον φύλαξαι. βοηθέων γὰρ ἡμῖν σεωντῷ Tip 
τῷ δὲ εὖ βουλευθέντι πρήγματι τελευτὴ ὡς τὸ ἐπίπαν 4 
168 ἐθέλει ἐπυγίνεσθαι." οἱ μὲν ταῦτα ἔλεγον, Γέλων δὲ : 


ἐνέκειτο λέγων τοιάδε. 


“ἄνδρες “Ἕλληνες, λόγον ἐ 


πλεονέκτην ἐτολμήσατε ἐμὲ σύμμαχον ἐπὶ τὸν Bay 


παρακαλέοντες ἐλθεῖν " 


αὐτοὶ δὲ ἐμεῦ πρότερον 


δεῖ 


14 γινομένη C, van H. || χειρὶ μεγάλη (ῃ S ap. Gaisf.) συλλέ 


15 οἱ μὲν ἡμέων α 


van Η. 21 εὖ om. B 
|| δ᾽ ἐμεῦ A: δέ μευ Bd 


γέες συνάγονται would be a better justifica- 
tion than the jejune xelp Ay. ) 

16. τὸ δὲ ὑγιαῖνον : : ep. 
ὑγιὲς βούλευμα 6. 100, aud the λόγον οὐκ 
ὑγιέα 1.8. The metaphor of health and 
disease iu the state involves the analo 
between the state and the individual ; 
cp. co. 148, 140 supra. 

17. is rather intensive than 
temporal; cp. 8. 106. The δέ here is 
in apodosi. 

20. πρὸ τούτον : chronological, ‘ before 
that’ (χρόνον or καιροῦ : cp. c. 189 supra), 
yet becomes here virtually an alternative. 

21. τῷ δὲ εὖ κτλ. The speaker con- 
cludes (more Herodotco) with a ‘gnome.’ 
This particular apophthegm is something 
of a corrective or a confirmation of the 
maxim τέλος ὁρᾶν, according to the 
interpretation put on the latter; it is 
itself to be qualified by the observation 
that ‘the best laid plans o’ mice and 


men gang aft a-gley’! 
158. 1. πολλὺς icnte λέγων τοιάδε: 
a. ἐν. cp. 8. 59, 9. 91. 


2. τοιάδε does not guarantee the 
ipsissima verba of the following speech. 
ἄνδρες “EAAnves: he addresses the 
envoys all, not merely the Lakedai- 
monian, The formula does not disown 
Hellenism for the speaker's part. 
λ . + πλεογέκτην. Is πλεο- 
véxrns an adjectival substantive? (τύχη 
σωτήρ Soph. Ο. T. 80 ; βοῦς ἡγεμών Xen. 
Hell. 6. 4. 29, ‘bellator equus,’ etc. ). 


16 θελήσωσι B 
ex V, et sic R: τοῦτο ἤδη S (Gaisf.) 
22 θέλει B 


17 τοῦτο δὴ ἤδη W 
19 οὐχὶ B 20 πὶ 
158. 4 αὐτο 


4. ἐμεῦ πρότερον δεηθέντος : 8 
This statement is, indeed, rem 


does it preserve incidentally a 
scence of a previous war of Gelc 
the Carthaginians, or is it ar 
confusion, in which the impenc 
with Carthage is anticipated 
infra), or should it lead us to 
that war so as to make it pre 
embassy of 481 .c.? This last 
tive is to be rejected. (1) 1 
chronism between the invasions 
and of Sicily is a very strong t 
and (2) was probably not accid 
er of a general plan and con 
etween Xerxes and Carthage 
if historical, guarantees in t 
synchronism ; cp. c. 165 infra 
we then simply a piece of idle 
here in which Hit. or his av 
confusedly antedated the comi 
Hit. can hardly have done so, 
take two different wars to be i 
as he specifies both ; and the part 
and character of the request 
has a very strong air of verisi 
We must therefore take the 
to be to an entirely distinct w 
there is hardly room for t 
invasion of Sicily in 480 B.¢ 
previous Punic war since the 
of Gelon, nor is any such « 
reported, to say nothing of 
having been fully filled by 
already related. What ther 
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βαρβαρικοῦ στρατοῦ συνεπάψασθαι, ὅτε μοι πρὸς Kapyn- 
δονίους νεῖκος συνῆπτο, ἐπισκήπτοντός τε τὸν Δωριέος τοῦ 
᾿Αναξανδρίδεω πρὸς ᾿Βγεσταίων φόνον ἐκπρήξασθαι, ὑποτεί. 
νοντός τε τὰ ἐμπόρια συνελευθεροῦν ἀπ᾿ ὧν ὑμῖν μεγάλαι 
ὠφελίαι τε καὶ ἐπαυρήσιες γεγόνασι, οὔτε ἐμεῦ εἵνεκα ἤλθετε 
βοηθήσοντες οὔτε τὸν Δωριέος φόνον ἐκπρηξόμενοι, τό τε 
κατ᾽ ὑμέας τάδε ἅπαντα ὑπὸ βαρβάροισι νέμεται. ἀλλὰ ev 
γὰρ ἡμῖν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ ἄμεινον κατέστη. νῦν δὲ ἐπειδὴ περι- 
ελήλυθε ὁ πόλεμος καὶ ἀπῖκται ἐς ὑμέας, οὕτω δὴ Γέλωνος 


μνῆστις γέγονε. 


6 τε τοῦ δωριέως a 
Cz 
ὠφέλειαί Pd 


van H. || δωριέως a || re: δὲ B 
καὶ ἀπῖκται del. Cobet, van H. 


solution of the problem? The reference 
may be toa Punic war under Hippokrates, 
a dim report of which has come down 
to us and which is here transferred to 
Gelon, who may, indeed, have taken an 
active and a prominent part in it, but 
was not in a position to negotiate, at 
least as principal and sovran, with the 
Greeks of the mother-country. ob 
Freeman, Sicily, ii. Appendix VIII. 
Events after the Expedition of Dorieus. 
6. τὸν Δωριέος τοῦ ᾿Δναξανδρίδεω πρὸς 
φόνον : the story now stands 
in 5. 42-46, without any reference to 
the efforts of Gelon (or Hippokrates) to 
exact penalties for it: an evidence (as 
Blakesley rightly observes) of the inde- 
pendent sources of this and that story, 
and (one may add) of Hdt.’s insouciance 
in such matters. The occurrence of the 
patronymic here would not of course in 
any case (least of all in a reported speech) 
prove the priority in composition of this 
passage i nor could a back reference be 
ere expected ; nor would the absence 
of a forward reference in that passage dis- 
prove the earlier ‘ provenience’ of this— 
grauted that Hdt. is not scrupulous of 
such minutiae. Cp. Introduction, §§ 7, 8. 
ἜΕΒΕ ἢ this passage is calculated to 
enhance the significance of the attempted 
foundation of an ‘ Herakleia’ by Dorieus 
in the sphere of Carthaginian influence, 
and to discredit the oracular morals im- 
orted into it and 80 acceptable to 
dt. There was to be a fi attempt 


3 ’ N e , ) ς , 
ἀτιμίης δὲ πρὸς ὑμέων κυρήσας οὐκ ὁμοιώ- 


7 ἐγεστέων B: αἰγεστέων Pd: αἰγεσταίων 
8 συνελευθερώσειν εἰ μεγάλαι «ὑμῖν» ὠφελεῖαί malit van H.: 
9 τε om. a || ἐπταυρέσιες Schaefer, Gaisf., van H. ex V (ap. 
Wesseling 1): ἐπαρκέσις S: ἐπαυρέσκες R: ἐπαυρέσεις C 


10 βωθέοντες 
11 ὑμᾶς B || πάντα B 13 


τὰ ἐμπόρια ἐλενθεροῦν---ἰ.6. to recover 
Selinous, and other places, which had 
fallen into the hands of Carthage, after 
the failure of Dorieus, for the Greek 
merchants and markets. 


8. da’ dv ὑμῖν μεγάλαι ὠφελίαι τε καὶ 
ἐπανρήσιες ; these words have 
been acc of exaggeration and sus- 


pected as corrupt (ὑμῖν for ἡμῖν ἢ) ; but 
there is no need of emendation, and the 
sentence should be regarded as 
evidence for the importance of the Sicilian 
and generally the west Mediterranean 
trade to the merchants of old Greece. 
Gelon is addressing an embassy in which 
Korinth and other Peloponnesian cities, 
as well as Athens and the Ionian States, 
at least of Kuboia, are represented : 
there seems no exaggeration whatever 
in emphasizing the past (and possible) 
gains to those States from the restriction 
of Carthaginian rivalry in the west ; nor 
need the ἐμπόρια be geographically con- 
fined to Sicily. 

10. τὸ... κατ᾽ ὑμέας, ‘as far as yo are 
concerned’; cp. o. 148 supra, 171 infra. 


18. Γέλωνος μνῆστις γέγονε has almost 
the air of a proverb, or apophthegm : 
perhaps a genuine utterance of the man, 
cp. c. 156 ad f. (The verb μνάομαι is 
used not merely for ‘to remember,’ but 
for ‘to woo,’ e.g. 6. 9 supra: the sub- 
stantive seems used only in the former 
sense, otherwise ‘Ha! Ha! the wooing 
o’t’ might serve as ἃ renclering. ) 
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15 σομαι ὑμῖν, ἀλλ᾽ ἕτοιμος εἰμὶ βοηθέειν παρεχόμενος διηκοσίας 
τε τριήρεας καὶ apa are ὁπλίτας καὶ ering tweak 


δισχιλίους τοξότας καὶ δισχιλίους ἐφῳφονψτνονυ 
ἱπποδρόμους Ψιλούς" σῖτόν τε ἁπάσῃ τῇ ἡ στρατιῇ, 
ἂν διαπολεμήσωμεν, ὑποδέκομαι φπορέξηοι ἐπὶ δὲ λόγῳ 


af ᾿ 


δισχιλέους 


20 τοιῷδε τάδε ὑπίσχομαι, ἐπ᾿ ᾧ στρατηγός τε καὶ ἡγεμὼν τῶν 


Ἑλλήνων ἔσομαι πρὸς τὸν βάρβαρον. 
ἔλθοιμι οὔτ᾽ ἂν ἄλλους πέμψαιμι." 


οὔτ᾽ ἂν αὐτὸς 


ἐπ᾿ ἄλλῳ δὲ λόγῳ 


ibe ads ἀκούσας οὔτε ἠνέσχετο ὁ Σύαγρος εἶπέ τε τάδε. 
“ἢ κε μέγ᾽ anes ὁ Πελοπίδης ᾿Αγαμέμνων πυθόμενος 


18 ψιλούς damn, van H, || Ἑλλήνων mihi suspectum 


re B 22 οὔτε (bis) B 


15, ἕτοιμος — aL παρεχόμενος 
κτλ. : this ὅταν Gelon‘s, even with 
the condition attached, can hardly be 
historical (ep. Appendix Ill. § 6 (c)); 
but this observation in no way bars our 
uceepting the catalogue of his forces 
as substantially authentic. The convey- 
ance of such numbers to Hellas would 
have been a difficulty, even if the tyrant 
could have denuded Sicily and Syracuse 
of the supports of his power, and the 
bulwarks against Carthage ; but he gd 
have had such forces at his disposal in 
481 n.c., and if so was certainly the first 
power - the Hellenic world. 


fpeas: just the 
number mobilized a 


contemporary 

Athens (cp. c. 144 a μαὶ In 431 B.C, 
the Peloponnesians were expecting to 
t 200, if not 240 ships from Sicily and 
taly. (Op. Thuc. 2. 7. 2, ed. Hude, 
1898, who accepts Herbst's. emendation 


from. Diod. 12. 41, with out even men- 


Donaldson, who more than anti- 
cipated 


it.) 
‘16. δισμυρίους ὁπλίτας : even Athens 


in 431 Βι0.Ψ reckoned more hoplites, late in the rey 


91 δὲ: 


Greeks of old Hellas. Α΄ 
tion of the ca 


wee io 
have oe antioigatad in Ἦν a 
ed rigs Se kates Hell. 6. at 


πριν. is more “tke Bi 
than any other item, for (1) 
the supplies available in 
ignored ? (2) the offer begs the 


of 


taking to support 
19, ἐπὶ δὲ} 
ing condition.’ 


best general in the world at that moment 
reeks possessed such 


ρατηγία and feria 
they could not have 4 ἐέλενοις. as ph yes 


and had the 
complete unity of στ 


did. But this tod Oth is hard 


offer of 


Thue. 2, 13. 6. Whether these heavy ep. 6. 162 ἐν 


soldiers of Gelon’s were all ‘ citizens’ 


169. 1. ὁ Σύα 


is another matter (neither were the cand 50 the article here 


eS of ny ag το πα τι uty ne 


ep. 6. 154 supra. The figure Care 
for Sicily ; ep. Thuc. 6. δ. 47. ; ots | 


17. δισχιλίους τοξότι ae on ff ve 2 


rtion of light-a arn rmed troo troops 
in the forces of Gelo ΞΡ Σ 


The appeal to 
"memnon ssh ie Po by into ve 


Dorian 8) lustrates t c adoption, 
after the ' eae of the ‘= sone aa 
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Σπαρτιήτας THY ἡγεμονίην ἀπαραιρῆσθαι ὑπὸ Γέλωνός τε καὶ 


Συρηκοσίων. 


ἀλλὰ τούτου μὲν τοῦ λόγου μηκέτι μνησθῆς, 


ὅκως τὴν ἡγεμονίην τοι παραδώσομεν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰ μὲν βούλεαες 
βοηθέειν τῇ Ἑλλάδι, ἴσθι ἀρξόμενος ὑπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων" εἰ 


δ᾽ ἄρα μὴ δικαιοῖς ἄρχεσθαι, σὺ δὲ μηδὲ βοήθεε.᾽" 


ταῦτα ὁ Τέλων, ἐπειδὴ ὥρα ἀπεστραμμένους τοὺς λόγους τοῦ 


Συάγρου, τὸν τελευταῖόν σφι τόνδε ἐξέφαινε λόγον. 


“ὦ ξεῖνε 


Σπαρτιῆτα, ὀνείδεα κατιόντα ἀνθρώπῳ φιλέει ἐπανάγειν τὸν 
θυμόν: σὺ μέντοι ἀποδεξάμενος ὑβρίσματα ἐν τῷ λόγῳ οὔς 


pe πείσεις ἀσχήμονα ἐν τῇ ἀμοιβῇ γενέσθαι. 


ὅκου δὰ ὑμεῖς 


Ψ la “a e , > A A aA e 4 
οὕτω περιέχεσθε τῆς ἡγεμονίης, οἰκὸς Kal ἐμὲ μᾶλλον ὑμέων 


159. 3 ὑπαιρεῖσθαι B 


4 συρηκουσίων CPz 


7 μηδὲ : μὴ B, 


Holder || βοηθέειν β, Baehr, Holder (Stein* 3. 134. 99): βωθεῖν van H. 


160. 2 ἐπεστραμμένους Valckenaer, van H. 
6 ἔπεισας B, Stob. fl. 19. 19, Holder 


7 ἐμὲ καὶ 1 van H. 


5 ov pe: οὔτε V: οὐκ 8 
(‘forsan recte’ van H.) 


Simonides, Pindar all repens Aga- 
memnon as having both resided and 

rished at Sparta, or at Amyklai ; 

indar also calls Orestes a ‘ Lakonian ’ 
(Hdt. 1. 68), cp. Grote i. 152 ff. A‘tomb' 
of Agamemnon was to be seen at 
Amyklai (Pausanias 3. 19. 6 καὶ Κλυται- 
μνήστρας ἐστὶν ἐνταῦθα εἰκών, καὶ [ἄγαλμα] 
᾿Αγαμέμνονος νομιζόμενον μνῆμα) ; cp. 
Hitzig- Bluemner ad ἰ.6., but also at 
Amyklai, Pausan. 2. 16. 6. 8. Wide, 
Lakonische Kulte, pp. 333 ff., gives the 
texts which go to show that “Agamemnon 
appears originally (von Anfang an) to 
be an ancient Local God, (afterwards) 
identified with Zeus.” The title Ζεὺς 
᾽Αγαμέμνων is abundantly proved. The 
cult was not, however, confined to 
Lakonia, or even the Peloponnese. Cp. 
also Ed. Meyer, Geschi d. A. il 
(1898) p. 187. But it is here the 
: Pelopid ’ Agamemnon that is invoked, 
a historicized and literary figure, likewise 
adopted by the Dorians, together with 
all the rest. It is likely ree ca that 
the later literary developments de 
further and further from the archaic and 
conservative cult. The recent advance 
in the methods and results of Altertums- 
wissenschaft might be illustrated by a 
comparison of the articles on Agamemnon 
in Pauly - Wissowa, i. (1893) 721 ff. 
(Wernicke) and Roscher i. (1884) 90 ff. 
(Furtwaengler), even without going back 
to Pauly-Teuffel, i. (1864) 518 ff. 


ἃ τὸ τελευταῖον Koen 


3. ήτας τὴν (nv. For 
the joe oe cp. 6. AGS cae: and 
the parallel, 8. 3. The question of 
‘ Hegemonia’ was the burning one, and 
had already been settled in favour of 
Sparta; cp. 1.5. There is a note of 
contempt in Γέλωνός re καὶ Συρηκοσίων 
(perhaps the name Γέλων sounded a 
little comic to a Greek ; cp. c. 158). 

4. λόγον, ‘condition,’ as in c. 158, 

5. ὅκως with future indic. seems here 
to introduce a proposition less ‘final,’ 
or even ‘consequential,’ than relative 
(after λόγου), not to say demonstrative. 


6. ἴσθι passive, and idio- 
matic in re to participle and nomina- 
tive; cp. Madvig, § 178. 


εἰ... μὴ δικαιοῖς.. σὺ δὲ μηδὲ 
βοήθεε: a δέ in apodosi, combined with 
the iterated subject of the protasis ; op. 
c. 51 supra. 
160. 2. ὁ Γέλων : as τοῦ Συάγρου supra. 
ἀπεστραμμένονε : cp. 8. 62 λέγων 
μᾶλλον ἐπεστραμμένα, where the different 
situation demands the different pre- 
position. 

4. ὀνείδεα κατιόντα ἀ κτλ. : 
decidedly ‘gnomic.’ The ote Gelon 
gives these republicans a lesson in 
manners, as Xerxes had done in morals 
c. at supra. θυμός here comes near 
‘wrath.’ 


6. ἢ ΞΞ ὑποκρίσει : cp. duelBero(e.g. 
6. 162) -- ὑπεκρίνετο. 


πρὸς 160 


1ο 


161 


5 


10 
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’ a 4 4 e a a 
περιέχεσθαι, στρατιῆς τε ἐόντα πολλαπλησίης ἡγεμόνα καὶ 
νεῶν πολλὸν πλεύνων. ἀλλ᾽’ ἐπείτε ὑμῖν ὁ λόγος οὕτω 

, U φ ” ig [4 σι 3 4 
προσάντης κατίσταταε, ἡμεῖς τε ὑπείξομεν τοῦ ἀρχαίου λόγου" 
εἰ τοῦ μὲν πεζοῦ ὑμεῖς ἡγέοισθε, τοῦ δὲ ναυτικοῦ ἐγώ" εἰ δὲ 
ὑμῖν ἡδονὴ τοῦ κατὰ θάλασσαν ἡγεμονεύειν, τοῦ πεζοῦ ἐγὼ 


θέλω. καὶ ἣ τούτοισι ὑμέας χρεόν ἐστι ἀρέσκεσθαι ἣ ἀπιέναι 
συμμάχων τοιῶνδε ἐρήμους." Γέλων μὲν δὴ ταῦτα προετείνετο, 


φθάσας δὲ ὁ ᾿Αθηναίων ἄγγελος τὸν Λακεδαιμονίων ἀμεέβετό 
μὲν τοισίδε. “ὦ βασιλεῦ Συρηκοσίων, οὐκ ἡγεμόνος δεομένη 
ἡ Ἑλλὰς ἀπέπεμψε ἡμέας πρὸς σέ, ἀλλὰ στρατιῆς. σὺ δὲ 
ὅκως μὲν στρατιὴν πέμψεις μὴ ἡγεύμενος τῆς Ἑλλάδος οὐ 
mpopaivers, ὡς δὲ στρατηγήσεις αὐτῆς γλίχεαι. ὅσον μέν 
νυν παντὸς τοῦ Ἑλλήνων στρατοῦ ἐδέεο ἡγέεσθαει, ἐξήρκεε 
ἡμῖν τοῖσι ᾿Αθηναίοισι ἡσυχίην ἄγειν, ἐπισταμένοισε ὡς ὁ 
Λάκων ἱκανός 


τοι ἔμελλε ἔσεσθαι καὶ ὑπὲρ ἀμφοτέρων 
ἀπολογεύμενος: ἐπείτε δὲ ἁπάσης ἀπελαυνόμενος δέεαε τῆς 


ναυτικῆς ἄρχειν, οὕτω ἔχει τοι οὐδ᾽ ἣν ὁ Λάκων ἐπεῇ 
Tot ἄρχειν αὐτῆς, ἡμεῖς ἐπήσομεν' ἡμετέρη γάρ ἐστι 
αὕτη γε μὴ αὐτῶν βουλομένων Λακεδαιμονίων. τούτοισι 

ὧν ἡγέεσθαι βουλομένοισι οὐκ ἀντιτείνομεν, ἄλλῳ δὲ παρή- 


8 πολλαπλασίης codd. 9 νηῶν πολὺ codd. || ἐπεὶ vel ἐπειδὴ ? 


van H. 13 ἀρκέεσθαι B, Holder: ἀρκεῖσθαι van H. 14 τοιῶνδε: 
τοσῶνδε Bekker, van H. 161. 2 φθὰς Cobet, van H. || τὸν : τῶν B 
3 rowide: τοῖσδε a: τοιάδε B: τοῖσιδε Stein 5 πέμψης B 6 


προφαίνη B || ws: ὅκως van H. || στρατηγήσης B 7 ἐδέεο Stein? : 
ἐδέου codd., Stein! : ἐδέο Bredow, Holder: ἐδέεν van H. || ἐξήρκεε : ἐξήρκει 


codd. 10 τῆς ἁπάσης vol. Stein?: τῆς ἁπάσης ἡγεμονίης malit van H. 
| δέη 8 
10. προσάντης: moreliterallyinThuc. tyrant the naval hegemony (ἣν ὁ Λάκων 


4. 43. 3 ἣν γὰρ τὸ χωρίον πρόσαντες πᾶν, ἐπιῇ τοι ἄρχειν αὐτὴ), Such an 


and less metaphorically in Aristot. Eth. 
Nik. 1. 6.1=1096 A καίπερ προσάντους τῆς 
τοιαύτης ζητήσεως γινομένης. 

, τοῦ ἀρχαίον λόγου: 
condition’ in c. 158. 

161. 2. δ᾽ Αθηναίων ἄγγελος : a naine- 
less man. Is the story from Spartan, or at 
least from Peloponnesian, sources * There 
was surely at least an envoy from Korinth 
to Syracuse, if not other ambassadors as 
well, And why was the Athenian in 
such a hurry (φθάσας) to reply to a 

uestion expressly addressed to his 
Spartan colleague? Was there a risk 
that the Spartan (and Korinthian) might 
accept Gelon’s offer, and promise the 


‘the original 


avy ement might seem, to after- 
thought, an vantageous one for 
Peloponnesos: if Gelon had won the 
battle of Salamis (or the battle of 
Korinth!) could Athens ever have 
founded the maritime schism? (There 
is an amusing misprint in Baehr: ἣν ὁ 
Κάκων κτλ.) 

8. ὦ βασιλεῦ Συρηκοσίων. Is this 
courtesy ? or satire? or a recognition of 
the constitutional character of Gelon’s 
position, ἄρχων γε Σικελίης (c. 157 
supra) 

4. ἡ ᾿Ελλὰς ἀπέπεμψε ἡμέας : they 
are admittedly representatives of Hellas, 
of the whole Confederacy. 
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160-162 


σομεν οὐδενὶ ναυαρχέειν. μάτην yap ἂν ὧδε πάραλον ις 
Ἑλλήνων στρατὸν πλεῖστον εἴημεν ἐκτημένοι, εἰ Συρηκοσίοισι 
ἐόντες ᾿Αθηναῖοι συγχωρήσομεν τῆς ἡγεμονίης, ἀρχαιότατον 
μὲν ἔθνος παρεχόμενοι, μοῦνοε δὲ ἐόντες οὐ μετανάσταε 
Ἑλλήνων" τῶν καὶ “Ὅμηρος ὁ ἐποποιὸς ἄνδρα ἄριστον ἔφησε 

ἐς Ἴλιον ἀπικέσθαι τάξαι τε καὶ διακοσμῆσαι στρατόν. οὕτω 20 
οὐκ ὄνειδος οὐδὲν ἡμῖν ἐστι λέγειν ταῦτα." ἀμείβετο Γέλων 162 


τοισίδε. 


τοὺς δὲ ἀρξομένους οὐκ ὅξειν. 


15 ἂν ὧδε πάραλον : ὧδέ γε παρ᾽ ἄλλων B 

19 τῶν... στρατόν damn. Schaefer || ὁ ἐποποιὸς 
21 ὄνειδος : ἀεικὲς Η. Weil 
2 τοῖσιδε Cd, Stein: τοῖσδε || τοὺς μὲν B, 
Stein?, Holder, Kallenberg, Sitzler, van H. 


συρηκουσίοισι CPs 
secl, van H. 
Kallenberg approb. van H. 


15. ναναρχόειν, hardly an Athenian 
term : here used of the supreme command 


of the ναύαρχος, cp. 8. 42. 
μάτην γὰρ 


τὴν ἂν ὧδε 

Ἑλλήνων στρατόν forms, as Blakesley 
observed, an iambic trimeter acatalectic. 
Whether this fact is an accident trace- 
able to the prosiness of iambic rhythms, 
or a result of there being a poetic source 
behind Hit.’s account of this interview, 
is doubtful ; but πάραλον for ναυτικόν may 
be taken to favour the latter alternative. 
Cp. Introduction, § 10. 

16. el. . σνγχωρήσομεν τῆς ἡγεμονίης: 
συγχωρέειν τινί τι is the more natural 
construction, as in 9. 85. The genitive 
here, perhaps, conveys the admission 
that the ἡγεμονίη is not theirs exclusively. 
As to the matter, four reasons are 
alleged why Athenians could make no 
such concessions to Syracusans: the 
Athenians (1) had the largest navy in 
Greece, but cp. c. 158 ; (2) were the most 
ancient stock, ἀρχαιότατον ἔθνος wapexé- 
μενοι (‘representing’); and (8) not 
immigrants or vagrants (like every other 
Greek people), but still in ssion of 
their original habitation (while Syracuse 
was a colony, and of the Dorian stock, 
πολυπλάνητον κάρτα 1. 56); (4) of 
Homeric fame for furnishing a man best 
capable of organizing victory! There 
may be an indirect and delicate reference 
to Themistokles in the Homeric citation, 
and the Athenian position—apart from 
mere punctilio, characteristic as that is 
of Greek éthos—really rests on the first 
and fourth reasons. In regard to the 
first, Gelon had made his dazzling offer 
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“ ξεῖνε ᾿Αθηναῖε, ὑμεῖς οἴκατε τοὺς ἄρχοντας ἔχειν, 


ἐπεὶ τοίνυν οὐδὲν ὑπιέντες 


16 κεκτημένοι B || 
162. 1 ἀμείβεται 
3 οὐκ ἔχειν B || ἐπιέντες a 


of material support, far exceeding what 
Athens could boast; in regard to the last, 
in 481 B.o. Gelon might fairly claim to 
be the most eminent captain and com- 
mander of the age. 


19. “Ὅμηρος ὁ browords . . ἔφησε: the 
reference is apparently to the Catalogue 
B 552 ff. τῶν αὖθ᾽ tryeudvev’ vids Πετεῶο 
Μενεσθεύς. τῷ δ' οὔ πώ τις ὁμοῖος ἐπιχθόνιος 
γένετ᾽ ἀνὴρ κοσμῆσαι ἵππους τε καὶ ἀνέρας 
ἀσπιδιώτα. Though the lines were 
rejected by Zenodotus, ‘‘they are 
discussed by Aristarchus without any 
hint of the possible agency of Peisis- 
tratus,” D. B. Monro, (1902) p. 
406. The use made of Homer 
beyond that by Syagros above, though 
the description (ὁ ¢worods) is y 
calculated to enhance the authority ; op. 
2. 120. The Athenian is appealing to 
a written ‘Homer,’ but naturally says 
ἔφησε: cp. 4. 18 ἔφη δὲ ’Aporéns . . 
ποιέων ἔπεα. 

163. 2. τοὺς ἄρχοντα! ἔχειν, τοὺς 
δὲ i peti οὐκ ἕξειν, ‘to have 
commanders, but not to be going to 
have the men to obey their commands.’ 
A good jibe, under the circumstances, at 
the expense of the punctilious, not to 
say insolent deputation, and possibly 
authentic, Gelon being something of a 
wit. (Cp. c. 156 supra.) The Athenians, 
however, before long might have held 
Gelon a false prophet ; the development 
of the Delian confederacy had already 
made this prediction look rather foolish, 
years before Hdt. wrote it down. Cp. 
also ο. 168. 5. 

Q 
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ἔχειν τὸ πᾶν ἐθέλετε, οὐκ ἂν φθάνοιτε τὴν ταχίστην ὀπίσω 
ἀγγέλλοντες 


ἑωυτοῦ στρατιήν " στερισκομένην ὧν 


10 συμμαχίης εἴκαξε ὡς εἰ τὸ 
ein. ] 


χρηματισάμενοι ἀπέπλεον * 
4 ἔχειν om. 8 


«εἶναι» Schenk] 


4. οὐκ ἂν φθάνοιτε. . ἀπαλλασ. 
σόμενοι͵ ‘you would not be too soon in 
depa ": Le. the sooner you go the 
ποσσὶ epart, nothing ‘prevents you ; 
‘get yon away at once.’ In form the 
a tance is not ‘an urgent command ' 
but ‘an impatient Lapras origin- 
ally interrogative (cp. οὐκ ἂν φθάνοιμι ; 
<yarey as. Gramm, ii. B 627 An. 12). 

ἐνιαντοῦ 

palo ‘the spring has been taken 
t out of her year,’ ir,’ ‘she has had the 
spring taken right out of her year.’ 
thor or glossator goes on to explain 
the meta hor, for it is not quite a 
propos. in 
start with: Gelon'’s forces were not 
among the eetesl. but only among the 
tential forces of Greece ; the question 
fed been of gettin them in, not of 
taking them out. Yet this oriticism 
may seem hypereritical, until we discover 
the same metaphor used with entire 
priety as is twice recorded in Aristotle: 
hat. 1.1 1. 7. 84=13654 Περικλῆς τὸν ἐπι- 


τάφιον λέγων, τὴν νεότητα. ἐκ τῆν πόλεως 
ἀνῃρῆσθαι ὥσπερ τὸ ἔαρ ἐκ τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ 


εἰ ἐξαιρεθείη : 3. 10. 7=14114 Περικλῆς, 
ἔφη τὴν νεότητα τὴν τά ners ἐν τῷ 


is in the year to 


ia, is v0 μα thea a 


153. Οἱ μὲν δὴ τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἄγγελοι τοιαῦτα τῷ Γέλωνε 
Γέλων δὲ πρὸς ταῦτα δείσας 


6 ἐξαίρηται Cd || obros . . ef del. Valckenaer, 
ut ‘manifestum scholium’ in marg. releg. van H. 

ον Neyer see. Eltz, quem seq. Stein || ὡς om. B 

163. 1 τοσαῦτα BP 


7 τὸ; τόδε B || τὸ 
9 στρατιὴν 


or another, But was Gelon then the 
author of the phrase, and that in a 
lication, afterwards 


Or was the petighsrar alts the 
and in use for ages before Gelon a 
Perikles (cp. ver sacrwm)' Aristotle's 
citations ap not favour this fancy: he 
seeped thinks Perikles the inventor of 
ang Hat, is quite capable of mix- 

ing oro τὶ ep. c. 152 supra, 
As he hace ers a meal-bag from the 
starving Chians to the hor ess Samians 
in 3. 46, so here he has robbed Perikles 
to enrich Gelon. Rése, indeed αἱ 
Herodot sein Werk selbst ee 
i 17), denies all connexion 

erodotus and Perikles in regard to this 
phrase: such a negation were hard to 
verify! and even 


established, would 
not prove Gelon gon of the drag 


— of e A similar metap 
sty aed, de is to be found in 


Supe 147-9, "and (in Athenaeus a 
Demades went very near to 

Perikles in calling fap δὲ τοῦ τοὺς 
᾿ ἐφήβους. The treatment of this 


πολέμῳ οὕτως ἠφανίσθαι ἐκ τῆς aaa?) asa scholium manifestum makes 


ὥσπερ εἴ τις τὸ ἔαρ ἐκ τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ ἐξέλοι. Ὶ 
The Periklean use of the mores int flaw- 
less: fap : ἐνιαυτός :: γεύτης : τ 
Aristotle twice fathers this bon mot 
Perikles. 
Funeral Oration fn “Thue. ὟΝ 
ee et ae 
ithout udging at que 
Perikles ey kere used the phrase in a an 


Od 


oration after the Samian | war sh bac B.C), » ᾿ 


δ ἄγ τος article : a 


cally no difference to the problem of the 
authorship and application of the mot, 
163. 1. of μὲν δὴ τῶν ᾿Ἑλλήνων 
yy λοι : cp. ce, 157, 153 τῷ 
ove ὃ at ype, δὲ eae 
he ‘starts afresh he dispenses with the 


οὐ δύνωνται... 
᾿ἀπερβά rc : phe is not a strict or 
idiomatic ‘double negative’ with δύνασθαι, 
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περὶ τοῖσι “EXAnos μὴ οὐ δύνωνται τὸν βάρβαρον ὑπερ- 
βαλέσθαι, δεινὸν δὲ καὶ οὐκ ἀνασχετὸν ποιησάμενος ἐλθὼν 
ἐς Πελοπόννησον ἄρχεσθαι ὑπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων ἐὼν Σικελίης ς 
UA 4 a ἣ Can 3 

τύραννος, ταύτην μὲν τὴν ὁδὸν ἠμέλησε, ὃ δὲ ἄλλης εἴχετο. 
ἐπείτε γὰρ τάχιστα ἐπύθετο τὸν Πέρσην διαβεβηκότα τὸν 


“Ἑλλήσποντον, πέμπει 


3 δυνέωνται B: δύνανται z 


as the second negative may be under- 
stood to coalesce completely with the 
verb (=ph ἀδύνατοι ὦσι) ; cp. 6. 9 xarap- 
ρώδησαν μὴ οὐ δυνατοὶ γένωνται ὑπερβα- 
λέσθαι. ὑπερβ., to out-do, overcome, de- 
feat; cp. 8. 24, 6. 9, etc. (never exactly 
to ‘conquer,’ καταστρέψασθαι). 


4. δεινὸν δὲ. . ποιησάμενοξ, a peycho- 
logical, conscious, or inner ‘making’ ; 
cp. c. 1 » ete. 

δ. ἐς flotow ον. . Σικελίης 


τύραννοι : the phrase can hardly be 
pressed in either direction; but it is 
onty likely that had the Greeks obtained 
large assistance from Sicily the party in 
favour of making the Peloponnesos the 
line of defence might have carried the 
day; cp.c. 161 supra; and the attempts 
to save Thessaly and Central Greece and 
Salamis might never have been made. 
As things turned out, the Greeks were 
all the better for Gelon’s refusal. That 
refusal comes from ‘the tyrant of Sicily’: 
the unity and extent of his power is 

ized, but its legitimacy is no 
longer insinuated; cp. cc. 157, 161 


6. ταύτην τὴν ὁδὸν ἠμέλησε: the 


construction 18 remarkable (acc. instead 
of gen., cp. 2. 121) and the metaphor a 
little obscure: was ‘the way’ the plan 
Syagros had proposed, or the plan Gelon 
had attempted! Is he affected mainly 
by fear for the Greeks, or by a sense of 
his own importance? ὃ δέ: cp. cc. 10, 
13 etc. (δέ with iterated subject). 

7. ἐπείτε. . τὸν ‘EAA : the 
chronological indication is a little curious, 
especially as one may ask, how long it 
would take for the news of the crossing 
of the Hellespont to reach Syracuse ? 
By what means, and by what route, did 
the news travel? Was Gelon en rapport 
with Korkyra, Delphi, Makedon, or other 
European centres? Were the [Ionio- 
Chalkidic colonies in Sicily in communi- 
cation with the metropolis and the 
Asianio Greeks? However, in this case, 
the solution of these questions is com- 


πεντηκοντέροισι 


δ 
τον 


τρισὶ Κάδμον 


6 ἠμέλησε: μετῆκε van H. 


paratively unimportant: even if the 
mission of Kadmos had been a pure 
speculation, Gelon might without much 

ifficulty have timed the despatch so as 
to fulfil its purpose. 

8. πεντηκοντέροισι τρισί. A ‘pente- 
konter’ was a galley, probably undecked, 
with fifty oars, or two rows of five and 
twenty, one row either side; cp. G 
Torr, Ancient Ships, pp. 8, 21 etc. 

τὸν Σκύθοω ἄνδρα Κ φον. 

Can this Skythes be any other than the 
‘king’ of Zankle, whose story is told in 
6. 23f. He had invited the Ionians, 
about the close of the Revolt in 494 B.o., 
to come to Sicily and make a new home 
for themselves (an out-post for Hellas) 
1 ay ΠΟ : re the age 
oligarchs accep e invitation, 

ssing themselves of Zankle itaelf 
in their host’s temporary abeence. For 
the loss of Zankle, his suzerain, Hip 
krates, punished Skythes, its ‘onarak 
by internment at Inyx: thence he 
escaped, and made his way < back > to Asia 
and to the court of King Dareios (was 
that before the b. of Marathon?). He 
died, at an advanced age, at the Persian 
court, whether in the reign of Dareios 
or of his successor the story does not 
record, and he enjoyed—at least in the 
eyes of Dareios—a _ reputation for 
righteousness (δικαιοσύνη) above all 
Greeks at the Persian court, in that 
he had (like Demokedes !) obtained the 
king's leave to go west (to Sicily) on 
condition of returning, and had (unlike 
Demokedes 1) kept his word. 

The (6. 24) leaves something 
to be desired in lucidity ; but there is 
nothing in it to compel us to regard the 
visit to Sicily in c. 24 as subsequent to 
the exercise of his kingship in Zankle, 
shige to prevent our seeing in the 
whole Sicilian adventure of Skythes in 
c. 23 an episode in his expedition to 
the west. In short, Skythes pee only 
one visit, not two visits, to Sicily, where 
he seems to have taken service with 
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Σκύθεω ἄνδρα Κῷον ἐς Δελφούς, ἔχοντα χρήματα πολλὰ 
10 καὶ φιλίους λόγους, καραδοκήσοντα τὴν μάχην τῇ πεσέεται, 
καὶ ἣν μὲν ὁ βάρβαρος νικᾷ, τά τε αὐτῷ διδόναι 
καὶ γῆν τε καὶ ὕδωρ τῶν ἄρχει ὁ Town, ἣν δὲ οἱ "EAAnves, 
164 ὀπίσω ἀπάγειν. ὁ δὲ Κάδμος οὗτος πρότερον τούτων παρα- 


9 κῶιον a: κῶον Bdz 
baal Maun 


rates of Gela, and to have acted 
as commandant in Zankle, and to 
have forfeited his Sikeliote same 
favour by the loss of the town. Perha 
his ἐπα eng for ‘ righteousness" at 

Persian court, or with the Persian ki 
was hardly deserved: but for his mis- 
adventure over Zankle, and his esca) 
from Inyx, he might have ranked, | 
Dareios’s mind, with Demokedes and the 

rest. 


blem arises from the 
words ἄνδρα Kgov and the data of the 
next chapter, g.v. Meanwhile, whether 
the Skythes of this and the 
τς of 6. ἫΝ bid, ce the father 
admosand the ero Pythogenes, 
are two different persons, or one and the 
same, Hdt, was equally bound to take 
note of the problem, which his materials 
and methods have generated. The total 
absence of may cross reference here is 
astounding : is perhaps the most 
frappant of all such cases of Hdt.'s 
insouciance. Complete independence of 
the Sources alone will ha account 
for it ; but the oversight weal be easier 
to understand if this passage were of 
much earlier date in comp “hem than 
Sac cp. Introduction, 887 
9, ἐς : that Delphi is con- 
sidered by elon, who knew it well, 
and was a persona grata there, the right 


address for a confidential — Ὅν πο 
ans, 


instructions to declare for the 
if victorious, is perhaps the most dam-— 

ning fact, if'a fact it be, in the whole 
Delphian record for the war. ~ Some of 


10 καραδοκήσαντα B || ty: 7 Libri || 


Sign vig c 168 infra 
and 8.67. τὴν pa δ΄ πλέονος 
mistake, like Cicere's ona. amet ocean 
‘‘ano proelio 2 ak sich Sotho causam at 
certe nostrum indicium definiri con- 
venire ” beac ws Fam. δε 15. 1), 


“where the battle 
shall onan hic : ‘yt Phar the issue of 
the fight will be Baehr. 


12. τῶν > of Gelon’s 
subjects, ἡ drys τοι ἐς re name 
being repeated within “the of the 

takes the article. 

is 
it ali 2 if he δ bias ἘΝ 
Ca , had little to fear from the 
Persian, and the surrender would have 
involved tribute (over and above the 


χρήματα πολλά) ; but ut thee Cartha- 
lan cam was about to 

Hr its sapeiee not be regarded es 

certain. Perhaps this + Dee θεωρία 


was rather to secure Gelon an asylum, 
in case of πα going bad] badly with him 


in Sicily. 

164. 1. ’ τούτων : the τούτων 
must refer to his employment by Gelon 
in 480 n.c. Previously he had dis- 
tinguished himself by (at least) three 


preat acts: (i.) the acquisition of 
*tyrannic ' 


wers in Kos wapa ὧς 5 

(ii.) the abdication of the same ; iii.) 
na, 8 uisition and settlement of Zankle 
Sici y παρὰ Σαμίων. But the chrono- 
ert is unfortunately rather ; the 
reading παρὰ Σαμίων upon which a good 
deal oad is doubtful : the desori n 
of the circumstances in Kos, and of the 


the failures or ambiguities of Feo se ne ne of Kadmos, is ebviously 


may be interested vaticinia post eventum 


atic ; and the 


tendenziés, pragm 
this event proves what was ex) ected « of of his ‘father’ a position and identity is 


Delphi, and of the ‘Persians, 


ΡΝ e exception. 


of poling ‘Dat | 


rom the obscure, 
first by the ablest Greek alive, with one — Es _@xcursus oF nots upon Kadmos (6 


in 8, 106 by word one of ‘the 
, obviously, in at the whole work of Hat. 


Altogether we have in this 


prettiest little af κακὰ τ 


It will he 


written des Spe =n the king, and why | convenient to discuss each point as it 


not in goo 
had some Sicilian earth and water with 


ee 


him too, in appropriate vases. τῶν" 
> 


Persian? He must have arises in sac! text. 


᾿ Had his father bee n 
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δεξάμενος παρὰ πατρὸς τυραννίδα Κῴων εὖ βεβηκυῖαν, ἑκών 
τε εἶναι καὶ δεινοῦ ἐπιόντος οὐδενὸς ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ δικαιοσύνης 
ἐς μέσον Κῴοισι καταθεὶς τὴν ἀρχήν, οἴχετο ἐς Σικελίην, 
ἔνθα Tapa Σαμίων ἔσχε τε καὶ κατοίκησε πόλιν Ζάγκλην 5 


164. 2 τὴν τυραννίδα « || κώων βάς 


8 ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ Stein?: ἀλλὰ 


ἀπὸ a, ϑ' εἶπ] 3: ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὸ β, Krueger, Holder, van H.: ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ Baehr οἱ 


alii 4 κώοισι Bdz 
van H. || οἴκησε B 


‘tyrant’ in Kos before him? Did the 
father die before the son’s accession ἢ 
The presumption is in favour of an 
affirmative to both questions, but the 
language, especially in relation to the 
second question, is not conclusive. The 
father might have abdicated in the son’s 
favour. παραδέκομαι (-δέχομαι) is not a 
common word in Hdt.; ep. 1. 17 wapa- 
δεξάμενος τὸν πόλεμον παρὰ τοῦ πατρός: 
1. 18 παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς τὸν πόλεμον : 
1. 102 Φραόρτης. . τελευτήσαντος Δηιόκεω 
. - παρεδέξατο τὴν ἀρχήν. In these cases 
the death of the father is expressly 
recorded, or clearly implied. But in 9. 
40 εἰ yap Θηβαῖοι . . αἰεὶ κατηγέοντο 
μέχρι μάχης, τὸ δὲ ἀπὸ τούτον παραδεκό- 
μενοι Πέρσαι τε κτλ. shows the word in 
an unprejudiced light. ἐκδέκεσθαι is 
the more usual word for royal or family 
succession (cp. 6. 60 ἐκδέκονται τὰς wa- 
τρωίας τέχνας, 2. 166 παῖς παρὰ πατρὸς 
ἐκδεκόμενος : cp. 1. 7 eto. ἐξεδέξατο abs. in 
1. 16), but οἱ Πέρσαι ἐκδεξάμενοι ο. 211 
infra, absolutely, of fighting, just as 
wapad. in 9. 40. 

If, then, Skythes of Kos and Skythes 
of Zankle are one and the same person, 
we must suppose that Kadmos succeeded 


his father by the latter’s abdication or 
withdrawal. But why did Skythes 
withdraw from Kos? Was it to go up 


to Susa with King Dareios, perhaps after 
the ‘Skythian ’ invasion, like Histiaios ? 
To Susa he certainly went at some 
time ; cp. c. 163 supra. 

2. εὖ Ἐεβηκνίαν, ‘firmly established ’ 
—on Persian support: like all the 
tyrannies of the neighbourbood at that 
time. The suppression of this relation 
of the tyrannis to medism in this story 
is in itself evidence of ite# pragmatism.’ 
The evidence is augmented by the ensuing 
sentence, which represents Kadmos as 
voluntarily (ἑκών re εἶναι) and under no 
external pressure or prospect (δεινοῦ 
ἐπιόντος otSevds) laying down the 
tyranny in favour of a republican con- 


5 παρὰ a, Stein: pera Bz, Baehr, Holder, 


stitution (és Κῴοισι καταθεὶς τὴν 
ἀρχήν : cp. 3. 80 ᾽Οτάνης μὲν ἐκέλευε ἐς 
μέσον Πέρσῃσι καταθεῖναι τὰ πρήγματα : 3. 
142 ἐς μέσον τὴν ἀρχὴν τιθεὶς ἰσονομίην 
ὑμῖν προσαγορεύω), just as in the story of 
Maiandrios of Samos in 515 B.c., from a 
sheer sense of justice (ἀπό if read with 
δικαιοσύνης is ‘ causal’). This motiva- 
tion looks suspicious because (i.) it is in- 
trinsically improbable, or at least highly 
coloured ; (ii.) οἴχετο ἐς Σικελίην ; (iii.) the 
circumstances of the time make inst 
it. Kadmos of Kos went off to Sicily 
apparently about the time of the ‘ Ionian 
revolt’: the δεινοῦ ἐπιόντος οὐδενός is a 
little too bold! What part the tyrant 
of Kos played in the [onian revolt is 
purely a matter of conjecture. Was he 
among the ἄλλου: συχνούς arrested by 
latragoras on behalf of Aristagoras at 
the outbreak of the Revolt, the τυράννων 
κατάπαυσις in 499 B.c.? cp. 5. 37: in 
which case he was handed over by 
Aristagoras to the Koans, and by them 
generously dismissed, and—ofxero és 
Σικελίην. Or did he hold on throughout 
the revolt ? ifso, on which side? Did 
he emulate the réle of Aristagoras (5. 37 
λόγῳ μετεὶς Thy τυραννίδα ἰσονομίην ἑποίεε 
τῇ Μιλήτῳ) τ while his father, Skythes, 
perhaps, was the understudy of Histiaids ! 
Or was it only with the close of the 
Ionian revolt that Skythes found Kos 
too hot to hold him? It is easy to 
speculate: impossible to decide: but at 
least it is evident that the voluntary 
abdication in favour of democracy, from 
a sheer sense of ee justice, when 
the tyranny was firmly established, and 
there was no circumstance to cause 
him disquiet or apprehension, is not the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth—is not even plausible fiction. 

5. ἔνθα παρὰ ἔσχε τε καὶ 
κατοίκησε πόλιν Ζά : these Samians 
can only be the men who had treacher- 
ously seized the city of Zankle in the 
absence of Skythes—father of Kadmos 


f. Kadmos had 
πατρός: 


Γ arenge | reve 


f 
hime Ba R a ee Bg hes 


re aes seized Zankle, in the 
of Skythes? Had the invita- 
to Kale Akte been addressed by 
Sy thes to his oon in Kos, or in Samos, 
or pei pert poh the tine 
was e ων 
which Stein dismisses contemptuously 
as a flimsy (leichtfertige) correction in 
the younger Mss, has exactly the same 
authority as hosts of re pas which he 
has The 
‘not quite 
he reacting 


B45 3 | 
ἘΠ 


ἘΠΕ 
el 


the verb ἔσχε must mean seized” as ‘in 
rth 46 amet Μινώην, eat notably of these 


Samians, 6. 23 


absence of his father Shythen the 
commandant, king, or monarch, of the 
perc ber t not ἊΝ act of α 
Β was it, perhaps, a v 
p-laid plot, to which the father om 
a consenting party! He had abdicated 
once before in favour of his son ; and it 
was time for him now to be returning to 
— (where he had a reputation to 
lose !). He paid in any case for the loss 
of Zankle by his imprisonment at Inyx: 
but even this imprisonment has a make- 
believe air, and the conduct of Hippo- 
krates, his offended suzerain, is curiously 
paradoxical. 
at Zankle, makes a barg 
treacherous Samians, an nd ἢ 
Zankleans : 
from Inyx, 


with th 
betrays | the Ἱ 


τὰ 3 


thence to Asia and the ‘Persian court ἣν 
where he died in the odour of sanctity. ἮΝ 
took it to mean ‘made a colo 


Reading παρὰ. τῶν Σαμίων. with "the 


of Kadmos was a subordinate 
then of Hdt.?); the second 
sup 


ti phrase σχεῖν παρά τ 
verb may mean little more pple 
"oF ai This in 


δέξασθαι, terpretation 
history just — ene 


Samians is emphasized, but μας τον 
might still be af their com 
even their leader. 
pie τ the 

of the sentence παρὰ Σαμίων is 
widely different : Me ly > deprives the 
Samians of the cit oF at least of the 


the story. ree to him 

employed by Anaxilas of Rhegion, and 

supplied with the means to attack and 

Spent: the vege from ss who 

ve come to terms wit bp οὖς 

and thus broken with Anaxilas. ὡς 
out his commission (against the 

Samians—and Hippokrates?) success- 

fully. and settled there («a 

tein now thinks ( 


τοἰκησε)---- 
cp. next note). 
But Sl pe for this interpretation, 


(1) Thu in recordin expulsion 
of the Rofaar pees (6. 4) says 
nothing etek of rye 

was a protégé o ogy 

come afterwards to be the trusty res 
man of Gelon, who was sworn foe 
Anaxilas? The first difficulty S 

meets by the supposition that the réle 

one .o 


ition that — acre 
Kadmos on one “pir ibe 

fact: but Jey Neither τς ection holds 
against the other view: if mos was 
leader, or companion, or tend of the 
‘Samians, he would naturally have been 


him! im 


He accepts ane mitection _ driven out of Zankle by Anaxilas with 
the Samians, and no less naturally 


sought the protection of Gelon after 


meanwhile Skythes escapes — that contretemps. 
goes to Himera, and from ὀ  κατοίι 

t,  tavit” Schweighaeuser, so too L.& 8. 
“Stein in his earlier annotated mee 


(eno, “incoluit” Valla, “ habi 


‘elder’ po may work a transformation τ: supplied with a new monelaticn bal and 
mos, 


in the Pir stages of the story fof Kad 

at least if ἔσχε must still 1 ‘mean ‘sei : 
captured, forcibly occupied.’ ‘Bat must 
it (as Stein assumes) i vk gaan 


this well suits his interpretation of παρὰ 
w ἔσχε: but in the fifth edition 


"substitutes the other (and correct) inter- 
3 pretation, which, however, obviously 
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τοῖσι ἄλλοισι δικαίοισι τοῖσι ἐξ ἑωυτοῦ ἐργασμένοισι καὶ 
10 τόδε οὐκ ἐλάχιστον τούτων ἐλίπετο" κρατήσας γὰρ μεγάλων 
χρημάτων τῶν οἱ Γέλων ἐπετράπετο, παρεὸν oe 
οὐκ rea ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ of “EXAnves ἐπεκράτησαν τῇ ναυμαχίῃ 
καὶ Ἐέρξης οἰχώκεε ἀπελαύνων, καὶ δὴ καὶ ἐκεῖνος ἀπίκετο 
ds τὴν Σικελίην ἀπὸ πάντα τὸ χρήματα ἄγων. 

Λέγεται δὲ καὶ τάδε ὑπὸ τῶν ἐν τῇ Σικελίῃ 

ὡς ὅμως καὶ μέλλων ἄρχεσθαι ὑπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων ὁ Γέλων 
ἐβοήθησε ἂν τοῖσι “Ἕλλησι, εἰ μὴ ὑπὸ Θήρωνος τοῦ Αἰνησι- 
δήμου ᾿Ακραγαντίνων μουνάρχου ἐξελασθεὶς ἐξ Ἵμέρης Τήριλλος 


12 ἐπεὶ : ἐπεῖτε 
14 ἀκὸ om. δ. ΕΌΜΙΘΕΙ 


165. 1 τῇ om. BPs, 


165 


10 γὰρ del. Stein! et van HL, G. Herold secuti 
vel ἐπειδὴ ἢ van H. 13 δὴ καὶ: δὴ C 
Palm 


ἅπαντα ms. alius Brit. ap. Weaseling : 
3 αἰνεσιδήμου B 


Holder, van H., alii 


to have reverted to the paternal type, 
as also to have developed a financial 
probity worthy of an Aristeides. 

14. ἀπὸ π. τ΄ x. a. is, s0 to speak, the 
‘record’ dmesis in seb but eg nf Seenckty 


165. 1. 
: Βα. Eve. "Thi Sikeliote 
story might well be an addition by the 


4 ἐξελασθεὶς : ἐξελαθεὶς libri 


ΗΝ the said lords, Gelon's wife Damarete 
being Theron's daughter, and Theron’s 
danght a es - niece is Gelon's and 
of Polyzelos. eron appears 

in alliance with Gelon against the 
Carthaginians and the Greeks who 
 phoentkized,’ Terillos, Anaxilas. It 
appears that the Chalkido-lonian ele- 


ments were sup themselves by 
barbarian help ἵ etc.) against 
the Dorian; and so later on Athens 
sueceeded to the same fatal policy in 
Sicily. Hamilkarin 4808.c. represented, 
4 least ster fe cause ae Greek 
‘democracy’ in Sicily against Syracuse, 
even as Hannibal in 218 5c. assuredly 
represented the cause of Italian demo- 
crac st Rome, 
4. Ak κραγαντίνων ov. Hdt.'s 
terminology for the Sikeliote tyrants 
Hk a dyaerty bs δ... 
dike a dynasty in . 
day of Telemachos, and — the 
ne furtaitoas yl the " favasion μουναρχίη was a —— 
itself as a response to merely | local and ad stitutional than is, : 
dynastic interests, a view ‘refuted by a colony from Gela, founded t “in 
the very magnitude and βι le of | the 580n.c., and named, like the m 
forces engaged: see further ΓΝ el from ‘the river on which it was sitesae 
ys Tok ong IL. §7. = 8. 4. 4; ae Freeman, i. Ree i. 


author to the first draft of his work: 
it appears to be an oral tradition, deserv- 
ing from its local origin, intrinsic 
cries ter, and absence Pix ee 
‘tendency,’ or parti pris, the erence 
over the Tiehly elaborate savant of the 
tiations with Gelon, which was all 
Hdt. perhaps knew before his migration 
to the West, Ngee ‘to this emg 


Gelon could not have come 
the astistance of ‘the. reeks in their 


have come to ike sup 
but that Terillos ae 


154 supra, ‘Freeman, ὁ Sicil; 
has an eloquent passage 
name second only to 


Syracuse”: he vas closely noes ¥ 


ΟΣ 


μ᾿ τρανὸς re 


: od his ‘patton by! demagogy' (not, 
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ὁ Κρινίππου τύραννος ἐὼν Ἵμέρης ἐπῆγε ὑπ᾽ αὐτὸν τὸν ς 
χρόνον τοῦτον Φοινίκων καὶ Λιβύων καὶ Ἰβήρων καὶ Δυγύων 


δ ὑπ᾽: 


like Gelon, by prowess in war and 
reliance on Dorian merchant-princes !). 
What became of him? He does not 
aly at all in the story of the war. 

is father is otherwise unknown, bat 
the name Κρίνιππος recurs in Sikeliote 
history ; eg. Xen. Hell. 6. 2. 36, the 
Syracusan admiral whocommitted suicide 
ὑπὸ λύπης when captured by Iphikrates 
in 372 B.c. 

δ. ‘Ipdons: the only Greek city of 
any importance on the north coast of 
Sicily, a settlement from Zankle, 648 B.c., 
chiefly ‘Chalkidic,’ but with a Syracusan 
leaven, the so-called Μυλητίδαι: Thuc. 
6.5.1; Freeman, i. 410 ff. The struggle 
between the Ionian and Dorian elements 
might help to account for the tendencies 
of the tyranny in Himera, and for the 
intervention of Theron. 

ὑπ᾽ αὐτὸν τὸν χρόνον : the temporal 
ὑπό: exactly the same phrase occurs in 
Aristoph. Acharn. 139 ὑπ΄ αὐτὸν τὸν χρόνον 
Ὅτ᾽ ἐνθαδὶ Θέογνις ἠγωνίζετο. The 
synchronism is further defined in the 
next chapter. 

6. Φοινίκων : here ars § Cartha- 
ginians, the Phoenicians of Libya (cp. 
4. 197), known to the Romans as Poeni, 
Punici (cp. c. 89 supra), through the 
Sikeliotes doubtless. 

Διβύων : presumably Libyan tribes 
in the neighbourhood of Carthage subject 
to the ‘Phoenicians’—and perhaps 
mercenaries to boot from the indepen- 
dent tribes. Strangely enough, in the 
‘Libyan Logi’ no account is given of 
the relations of Carthage to the Fibyans, 
or of the Libyans to Carthage ; although 
those ‘ Logi’ were surely composed after 
Hdt.’s migration to the West (cp. Hdt. 
IV.-VI. Introduction, p. xcix). On the 
ethnological position of the Libyans (cp. 
ἐδ. Appendix XII. § 12), A. H. Keane, 
Eth , ὦ. xiv. 

: : nowhere else actually 
named by Hat, but he mentions Iberia 
(1. 163) ina e which places it in 
the West, and the ‘ Iberians’ are here no 
doubt tribes of the Spanish peninsula, 
and aca of some district north of 
the Pyrenees, an end of the earth about 
which Hdt.’s information is curiously 
defective, in part perhaps because he had 
in this region neglected his Hekataios 


ἐπ᾿ a 


(cp. G. Tro Eeateo da Milelo, 
Messina : I. (1896) ᾿Ιβηρία, Frammenti 
1419. II. (1897) Κελτική κτλ., Fr. 20 ἃ 
57). Ethnologically the western Iberians 
are related to, perhaps represented by, the 
fundamental strata of the population from 
Great Britain to the Nile (Picts, ues, 
Berbers) ; but even in the days of Hat. 
the ‘ Libyans’ and ‘ Iberians’ are clearly 
distinguished, and that, probably, not 
merely by territorial or merely geo- 
ΡΟΝ conditions. (Cp. δ. β' Keane, 

nology, c. xiv.; Rhys and Jones, The 
Welsh People, Appendix B; Pre-Aryan 
Syntax in Insular Celtic, by Prof. Morris 


ey 
vyéev: Ligyes have, rightly or 
wrongly, figured above, c. 72, among the 


infantry of Xerxes, in the Paphlagonian 
division. The Ligyes here mentioned 
are rather to be identified with the 
Alyves οἱ ἄνω ὑπὲρ Μασσαλίης οἰκέοντες 
of 5. 9—the one passage in the whole 
work wherein (if it be genuine) the 
greatest of the Phokaian colonies is 
named. The Greek adventurers had 
early made this name known in the 
East: Hesiod ranked the Ligyes with 
ot ere and Ethiopians (Strabo p. 300); 
Hekataios could distinguish Acyvorich 
not merely from ᾿1βηρία but from Κελτική 
(cp. Fragg. 11, 24); Aischylos celebrated 
the Λιγύων ἀτάρβητον στρατόν and makes 
Prometheus give Herakles a recipe for 
besting it ( . 182=Strabo 182, 188). 
Thucydides, no doubt on the authority 
of earlier writers, represents the Ligyes 
as having expelled the Sicani from (a 
portion of) Iberia, 6. 2. 2. In the Latin 
writers and writers of the Roman period 
the Ligurians extend from Spain into 
North Italy (cp. Livy 5. 35), and geo- 
graphical nomenclature (sinus Ligusticus, 
Lugudunum, Liger, Liguria) attests the 
extension of the race (cp. Kiepert, 
Manual, 88 218, 254, etc.). To the 
modern ethnologist the Ligurian name 
represents a primitive stratum of popu- 
lation, the main seats of which lie all 
along the littoral from the Pyrenees to 
the Apennines, and which pence a 
considerable way beyond the latter barrier 
into the Italian peninsula, if not beyond 
the former into the Iberian (cp. Nissen, 
Ital, Landesk. i. 468 ff.). 


234 


HPOAOTOY 


wa) pera rie’ “Apher vie ΩΣ Megane 


καὶ στρατηγὸν αὐτῶν 


᾿Αμέλκαν τὸν "Αννωνος, 


7 ἐλισύκων P(S)Vz: ἐλυσίκων R: ἐσιλύκων a: ΓΕ στε Cd Ἕ 


ἐτῶν Valckenaer: σαρδόνων 
"τὸ ρα αι 
᾿Ελισύκων : 


Αιγύων Ἑκαταῖος 
on Hekataios that 


not mentioned 


caput." Freeman, 
172, caberbaaeaaly adheres to Niebabr’s 
thay * that they were Volscians. 
(Ἰταλία in Diod. 11. 1 at most could 
prove that Hdt.’s list is cpr το 
lov. Here perha 

graphi married than = et mo ΡΞ 
expression Σαρδώ, the islan 
Sardinia, Hdt, 1, 170, 5. 106, 124, 6, 2). 
In Roman times at least the population 
was a mixed one (ep. Strabo 225), the 
basal elements being doubtless Ibero- 
Ligurian (op. Ὁ. Meltzer, Gesch. der Kar- 
thager, i. pp. 32f.). The Carthaginian 
conquest of the island, or at least of - 

coasts, is placed in the ‘sixth centu 
(cp. E. Meyer, ὦ. α. ΒΕ ii. Li an 

Kvupv ere Corsicans 

in Sardinia (Pliny, 3, 13, Ἐπ Corsi), but 
here the term is primarily Reographical 
for the inhabitants of Κύρνος Pu 
165-7 (the native elements pro bly 
Ibero-Ligurian). Diodor. 5, 18, 14 (a 
locus classicus) ascribes to the ‘natives 
the practice of the Couvade (ep. E. B. 
Tylor, Karly Hist. of Mankind, Pp 293 ; 
Ὁ, Peschel, Races of Mankind, p. 24 f. Ἢ 


a characteristically Basque “το εἶ At 


this date the island was dominated by 
the Sees Boe the (Etruseans), whose ab- 
ro the list ot remarkable. 
this —- yet psy “total (de oid ὦ 
items) is no doubt a Β gross exaggera 
tion: if ten times too large, ἴδ still 
ents a leas enormous exagg eration 
than Hat.'s elaborate gn reyes i 
the forces of Xerxes: ec. ‘184-7 με 


It agrees only too well with eat est dae δεν 


for the army of Mardonios, 8. Ry 
32; cp. also c. 185 ¢ a. But 
figures are here of ess" impo: ‘tan 
than the comp sition and leading ὁ 
the forces. 
nations, ik ‘under. the commar 


of the western Euro-Afric: n peoples, 


under Semitic lead, to destroy y or oe 


f sons of Hamilkar. 
Was the Constitution of Carthage 


: General (or (στρατηγὸν εἵλοντο). 
ἫΝ ᾿ Β, waks of Mago as i 


nee ᾿ 
δ τοὶ times, dying of a 
n the seven ra 1 races, poet ‘Sardinia, | after 
of 


᾿ perium toh his brother. 
the Carthaginian we may see see A ὁ wees ὁ ς 


8 airiew «| ἅμα ἡ ΩΣ 


the Hellenic intruders. How far 
army so composed is an sei 
ginian og orp nen: a 


the Punic hegemony. the 
presence, eg least eae 
the tyrants of Chalkidic 

secular foe: ἃ 


inaccuracies, | 
description ΩΝ father's name. 
ns = 
this‘ Hamilkar’ as the son 


Meltzer, G. ἃ. Karthager i i. 193, prefers 
the later and Latin authority, upon 

und that the data in Trogus 

he results of conscious and consistent 
poo hg while the nee in this 
passage is merely an obiter dictwm (bloss 
aphoristische Erwiéhnwng): the name 


here may also be a mere textual me 
‘tion. Diodorus unfortunately (11. 

does not give the father’s name. 

gives Hanno as the name of one of 


(2) The kingrhip. 


480 5.0. monarchic, or did aT dated include 
any magistrate to be pro elton (op 
by Bacthe’s? This question. 
bo ἢ in the negative. 

escribes ‘Amilkon" as τ 
Trogus ἢ. 6. 
and of 
as dictator 
wound in 
lan ng over the tm- 
On the death of 
‘Hamilkar ‘Carthage is ruled for a time 
by the familia in until a 


imperator, 
drubal (the elder son) as 


xpe pel court ὁ of 100 senators (cenfum ex numero 
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ἐόντα βασιλέα, κατὰ fevinv τε τὴν ἑωυτοῦ ὁ Τήριλλος 
ἀναγνώσας καὶ μάλιστα διὰ τὴν ᾿Αναξίλεω τοῦ Kpnrtivew το 
προθυμίην, ὃς Ῥηγίου ἐὼν τύραννος τὰ ἑωυτοῦ τέκνα δοὺς 





9 βασιλῆα 2 || ὁ Τήριλλος secl. van H. 


senatorum iudices) is elected to enforce 
responsibility on the commanders, and 
respect for the constitution. The Latin 
terminology and Roman analogies some- 
what detract from the authority of 
Trogua, but his account is consistent with, 
or even suggests, an oligarchic or aristo- 
cratic state in which one house, or family, 
has tended to exercise or usurp a dynastic 
ition. 

The oldest description of the Cartha- 
ginian Constitution is Aristotle's ( Polttics 
2. 11=1272 Ὁ), on which cp. F. L. 
Newman, Politics, ii. Appendix B, PP- 
401 ff. and O. Meltzer, G. d. Karthager, ii. 
2s Buch (pp. 3-152). See also B. W. 
Henderson on ‘The Carthag. Councils,’ J. 
¥ Phil. xxiv., 1896, pp. 119 ff. Aristotle's 

escription may be taken as valid in the 
main for a long period—perhaps centuries 
—prior to his time. He classes it with 
the ‘Kretan’ and ‘ Lakonian,’ and 
especially notes that there has been no 
στάσις and no τύραννος in Carthage ; also 
he especially notes the analogy between 
the kings (βασιλεῖΣ) at Sparta and the 
kings at Carthage, but to the advantage 
of the latter, as elective and not 
hereditary. This observation coupled 
with Livy’s comparison of the Cartha- 

inian ‘ suffetes’ to the Roman consuls 
#50. 7. 5 ete.) may be taken to show that 
there were two supreme magistrates at 
Carthage, Shophetim = ‘Judges,’ but what 
the limit of their term of office is not 
clearly shown. But that either or both 
of the Shophetim took supreme command 
in the field, ex officto, is not stated, nor 
is it (me tudice) probable for this period, 
whatever the earlier arrangement may 
have been. Meltzer has well explained 
the significance of the military reform 
which Trogus enables us to associate 
with the name of Mago; it consisted in 
the substitution of an army mainly 
subject, or mercenary, for an army mainly, 
or exclusively, citizen soldiers, The 
first historic example of its employment 
is at Himera in 480 Bc. With the new 
organization of the militia may have 
gone a development of the command, to 
which we might refer the language 
oy Isokrates put into the mouth of 

ikokles (Newman, p. 403) & δὲ 


10 dfirew a 


Kapxnéovlovs καὶ Αακεδαιμονίου: τοὺς ἄριστα 
τῶν ᾿'Ἑλλήνων πολιτευομένους οἴκοι μὲν 
ὀλιγαρχουμένους, παρὰ δὲ τὸν πόλεμον βασι- 
λευομένους (Nikok. § 24), i.e. domt an 
oligarchy, militiae a kingship. Whether 
Hamilkar was technically one of the two 
suffetes in 480 8.0. appears doubtful ; 
but he certainly was ‘imperator.’ It is 
not likely that Hdt. or even his Sike- 
liote authority took clear note of the 
difference. 

10. ᾿Αναξιλεωτοῦ Καὶ : Anaxilaos 
(Ion. ’AvagiXews, Doric ᾿Αναξίλας) is here 
given his patronymic, not so in 6. 23, 
where he is simply entitled, as here also, 
ὁ Ῥηγίου τύραννος. As far as the use of 
the patronymic , that might suggest 
the priority of this passage ; but the use 
of the patronymic is a poor test (cp. 
Introduction, § 7), and nothing more 
than a difference and independence of 
source can be inade out. Anaxilace 
overthrew an ‘oligarchy’ according to 
Aristotle, Pol. 8 (5). 12. 18=1316a. 
Strabo in his account of Rhegion (257) 
quoting Antiochos (a first-rate authority) 
would lead us to infer that the oligarchy 
was ‘Messenian,’ Rhegion being 8 
joint foundation of Chalkidians (Ionian) 
and Messenians (quasi-Dorian). It is 

rhaps by an error that Herakleides 

ontikos 25 makes Anaxilaos himself a 
‘Messenian,’ even though Thucyd. 6. 4 
seems to anticipate it; at any rate the 

licy of Anaxilaos is ‘Chalkidic,’ phil- 

onian, or at least anti-Syracusan. Cp. 
c. 164 supra. He held, however, the 
Straits against the Tyrrhenoi, Strabo 257 
ad init. He reigned 494-476 B.0.; cp. 
c. 170 infra. 

11. τὰ devrod τέκνα: probably the 
sons entrusted afterwards to the guardian- 
ship of Mikythos, cp. c. 170. An elder 
son was associated with his father in the 

vernment of Zankle-Rhegion (cp. 

reeman, ii. 490); a daughter was first 
wife to Hieron, the brother and 
successor of Gelon, according to Schol. 
Pind. 1.112. Kydippe, the daughter 
of Terillos, may have been a second wife. 
The father’s name recurs ὁ. 190 infre 
in Thessalian Magnesia, and had been 
borne by one of the Milesiau founders 
of Sinope: Ps.-Scymnus 949 f. (The 


ὁμήρους aching bet Iok τὸν Sant a τῷ πενθερῷ " 
Tnpirdrov yap εἶχε θυγατέρα ᾿Αναξίλεως, τῇ οὔνομα ἣν 
Κυδίππη. οὕτω δὴ οὐκ οἷόν τε γενόμενον βοηθέειν τὸν 

15 Γέλωνα τοῖσι “Ἕλλησι ἀποπέμπειν ἐς Δελφοὺς τὰ χρήματα. 
ie δὲ καὶ τάδε λέγουσι, ὡς συνέβη τῆς αὐτῆς ἡμέρης ἔν 
τῇ Σικελίῃ Τέλωνα καὶ Θήρωνα: νικᾶν ᾿Αμίλκαν τὸν 
Καρχηδόνιον καὶ ἐν Σαλαμῖνι τοὺς “λληνας τὸν Πέρσην. 
τὸν δὲ ᾿Αμίλκαν Καρχηδόνιον ἐόντα πρὸς πατρός, μητρόθεν 

ς δὲ Συρηκόσιον, βασιλεύσαντά τε KaT ἀνδραγαθίην Καρχη- 
δονίων, ὡς ἡ συμβολή τε ἐγίνετο καὶ ὡς ἑσσοῦτο τῇ μάχῃ, 
ἀφανισθῆναι πυνθάνομαι - οὔτε γὰρ ξῶντα οὔτε ἀποθανόντα 


14 κυδίππηι Β 166. 2 τῇ om. C 5 συρηκούσιον ΟΡ: 
apreirer d 6 ἐγένετο dz (‘non male si ἔσσωτο scri *van H.) 
7 πυνθάνομαι del. Cobet 


article in Pauly-Wissowa on Anaxilaos the Greek version of the 
was written, apparently, in complete 
ignorance of Freeman’s Sicily. : | 
166, 1, ara adverb : ep. cc. 154 with the son or with the father of this 
supra, 184 ὦ Hamilkar—if the father’s name was 
rabe refers to the asserted Hanno after all. Mueller (op. c p. 
5 ronism between the battles of xxii) decides in favour of the son ; : 
limera and Salamis, which is thus a ἊΝ sibility that the father's name 
Sikeliote assertion, an very important for not Hanno, is another feather 





the 2 Nem ἌΜΜΟΣ pr 23=14594 in ta eet same scale. Cp. previous c. 

seems to reflec 18 account : βασιλεύσα 

ὥσπερ γὰρ pas τοὺς αὐτοὺν Leo 4 , A Καρχηδονίων. re ur ks ας τῇ site 
ι vero ναυμαχ y partan 

ΘΟ Hens nee ἄνθεα Carthaginian in superior t pret 


αἱ τέλος οὕτω «rk. Diodor. aasondt per 
11, 24 makes the day of Himera coincide aa ἘΣ ips, . pera. ae case of 
with the last day of the fighting at forieus 6, 42, Aristotle says the kings 
Thermopylai, which would have iven (sofetes) and generals (strategoi), whom 
time for the news of Himera to , pears to distinguish, were 


he a 
Der rid τρίς ane the Persians with reference to wealth (xhourirbe) as 


| well as worth (ἀριστίνδην), Pol, 2. 11. 
4. δα τς «ὦ rem ee — 9=1273. The aorist itself suggests 
a 1 

ις oe 9 supra, This + dpe of Hamilkar’s = pane term of the office (not βασι- 
‘Syracusan’ mother is unfortunately eb Se ae 
quite articulate : what was: her name, _ 6. συμβολή: a word of many mean- 
status, race? His father's marr ings here, as in 1, 66, 74, 4. 159, 6. 110, 
would have fallen probably at least half f of ‘battle,’ ‘conflict’ (contr. 4. 10 τοῦ 
Ά century before, for ‘Hamilkar is ᾿ς ζωστῇροτ) ; ep. Prag rics absolutely, or 
the younger of two sons, and has ap. rund passim, for ‘to do battle’ ‘to 
parently three grown up sons of his own engage.’ 
—a Hanno among them (Trogus 1: 19. 2). Pr ἀφαν γθῆναι πυνθάνομαι : such 
In 530 n.c, the Gamoroi had not yet cases interest | dt., cp. 4. 14, and he 
been driven out of Syracuse by ‘the i: ‘apparently made Pyke inquiries about 
Kyllyrioi (ep. ec. 155 supra); 3 and the case of Hamilkar, and believed Gelon 
Hamilkar's mother must (one supposes) to have done so too before him. This 
have belonged to the Greek aristocracy. _ ben μόνος takes the place of the 
The Greek iarriage gives some slight ὍΝ , to which Hdt. does no sort 
plausibility to the proposal to connect — 
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φανῆναι οὐδαμοῦ γῆς" 
Γέλωνα. 
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TO πᾶν γὰρ ἐπεξελθεῖν διζήμενον 
ἔστι δὲ ὑπ᾿ αὐτῶν Καρχηδονίων ὅδε λόγος λεγόμενος, 167 


οἰκότι χρεωμένων, ὡς οἱ μὲν βάρβαροι τοῖσι “Ἕλλησι ἐν τῇ 
Σικελίῃ ἐμάχοντο ἐξ ἠοῦς ἀρξάμενοι μέχρι δείλης ὀψίης (ἐπὶ 
τοσοῦτο γὰρ λέγεταε ἑλκύσαι τὴν σύστασιν), ὁ δὲ ᾿Αμέλκας 
ἐν τούτῳ τῷ χρόνῳ μένων ἐν τῷ στρατοπέδῳ ἐθύετο [καὶ ς 
ἐκαλλιερέετο) ἐπὶ πυρῆς μεγάλης σώματα ὅλα καταγίζων, 
ἰδὼν δὲ τροπὴν τῶν ἑωυτοῦ γινομένην, ὡς ἔτυχε ἐπισπένδων 


δὰ e¢ a φ ς Ἁ 4 \ a @ , 
τοῖσι ἱροῖσι, woe ἑωυτὸν ἐς TO πῦρ' οὕτω δὴ κατακαυθέντα 


167. 1 ὧδε ἃ: ὅδε ὁ « 
Σικελίῃ om. β 


β, Holder 


8. διζήμενον : cp. c. 142 supra. 

167. 1. tw’ αὐτῶν Καρχηδονίων : it is 
but seldom that Hdt. cites ‘Carthaginian’ 
sources, and only (I believe) after his 
migration to Thurii. He could not read 
nor speak ‘Phoenician’; nor need the 
phrase here carry with it the implication 
of personal contact with Carthaginians, 
much less of a visit to Carthage, nor of 
access to Carthaginian documents, even 
in a Greek translation: cp. [V.-VI. Intro- 
duction, § xcvii. f. He has heard (or 
read) this version related asa ‘Cartha- 
ginian’ story ; but though there may be 
genuine report going back to the time 
and place, the e bears intrinsic 
marks, both positive and negative, of its 
dominant Greek interest and elements. 
As a matter of fact there must have been 
many Greeks (from Himera, Zankle, 
Rhegion at least) in the Carthaginian 
camp. 

2. οἰκότι μένων : cp. λόγῳ οἰκότι 
χρεώμενοι 8. 111, ἀληθείῃ χρήσασθαι c. 
101 supra. 

ol μὲν βάρβαροι : notwithstanding 
the composition of the army οὗ Hamilkar, 
Carthaginians can hardly have spoken 
of it as ‘the barbarians.’ The term as 
here used is characteristically Greek. 
Cp. Aischyl. Pers. 187, 255, 337, where 
Persians speak of the army of Xerxes as 


βάρβαροι. 

8. oe οι: middle (contra, c. 
162). The ‘barbarians’ delivered the 
attack. With ἐξ ἠοῦς μέχρι δείλης ὀψίης 
cp. 8. 9 and 8. 6 (πρωΐζην»). 

4. λέγεται : not surely by the Cartha- 
ginians in especial ; the Greek version 
reported a battle of long duration. Op. 
App. Crit. 


2 οἰκότι Koen : εἰκόνι (εἰκώνι B) || ἐν τῇ 
4 τοσοῦτον B || λέγεται del. Cobet: λέγειν B 
ἐθύετο καὶ del. Abicht || καὶ éxaAAcepéero del. Krueger, Stein? 


8 εἰς 


ἑλκύσαι, apparently intransitive, 
as we use ‘to drag’; 6. 86 προφασίας 
εἷλκον, ‘‘ paulo aliter” (Baehr). 

σύστασιν : cp. 6. 117, and for the 
verb “a 142. 5 supra. 

5. τούτῳ τῷ Χρόνῳ, i.e. ἐξ ἠοῦς 
μέχρι δείλης ὀψίης : this sacrifice would 
be consummated in the dark, or at least 
the dusk. 

6. σώματα ὅλα κατα : this 
bloody sacrifice and holocaust was doubt- 
less offered to the Baal Moloch, the chief 
deity of Carthage, whose title (melech, 
the king) appears in the name of his 
worshipper. In the Greek rite, as a 
rule, only a small part of the animal 
was consumed by fire, and the greater 
part was eaten by the worshippers. On 
this occasion there was nothing of the 
Feast in the Sacrifice, which was all 
offered to the God, evidently in the hope 
of procuring a favourable answer, divine 
assistance or intervention, on behalf of 
the Carthaginian arms. Even if this 
story be substantially true, we need not 


picture Hamilkar neglecting his duties 
as commiander-in-chief in order to devote 


his whole mind to these continuous 
burnt-offerings. 

8. doe ἑωντὸν ἐξ τὸ πῦρ. Human 
sacrifice was especially in vogue at 
Carthage ; cp. Justin 18. 6. 11 ‘*cruenta 
sacrorum religione et acelere pro remedio 
usi sunt; quippe homines ut victimas 
immolabant,’’etc. (Flaubert employs this 
mottf with terrible effect in his romance 
Salambé.) Hdt.’s narrative may record 
not an act of despair but an act of 
devotion: the rout was not complete 
(γινομένην) when Hamilkar, in the act 
of pouring libation over the last victims, 


ἀφανισθῆναι. 


το ὡς Φοίνικες εἴτε 


λέγουσι, 


HPOAOTOY 


ἀφανισθέντε δὲ ᾿Αμίλκᾳ τρόπῳ εἴτε το 
ἑτέρῳ, [ὡς 


Καρχηδόνιοι 


Συρηκόσιοι,) τοῦτο μέν οἱ θύουσι, τοῦτο δὲ μνήματα ἐπ. 
ἐν πάσῃσι τῆσι πόλισι τῶν ἀποικίδων, ἐν αὐτῇ τε μέ 


Καρχηδόνι. 


Ta μὲν ἀπὸ Σικελίης τοσαῦτα. 
ὑποκρινάμενοε τοῖσι ἀγγέλοισι τοιάδε ἐποίησαν" 


Κερκυραῖοι δὲ 


καὶ 


τούτους παρελάμβανον οἱ αὐτοὶ οἵ περ ἐς Σικελίην ami 
λέγοντες τοὺς αὐτοὺς λόγους τοὺς καὶ πρὸς Γέλωνα é 


9 ᾿Αμίλκᾳ del. van Η. 


10 ὡς. 


. Συρηκόσιοι del. Stei 


Συρηκόσιοι om. BPs || Καρχηδόνιοι καὶ del. de Pauw: συρηκούο 
19 ἐν πάσῃσι τῇσι πόλισι damn., ἐν πολλῇσι coni. Stein? || τῶν ax 
del. Sitzler: mihi quidem verba non nulla post θύουσι videntur exci 


sequentia turbata ease: πόλεσι B 


thrust himself into the blazing pyre, in 
hopes and faith that this supreme sacri- 
fice would wring a favourable intervention 
from his god. (Cp. c. 107 supra.) Baehr 
and Blakesley both approve this idea. 
Hamilkar’s fortunes were probably staked 
on the success of this expedition: he 
could remember, perhaps, the reception 
of the defeated army on its return from 
Sardinia under ‘Mazeus’ (Justin 18. 
7) and had no mind to risk a worse 
reception. But this ‘Carthaginian’ 
legend (ws Φοίνικες λέγουσι) of his self- 
sacrifice may not pass unchallenged into 
history: the alternative version of his 
death, though less romantic, is more 
probable in itself, and creditable to him 
asasoldier. Cp. tn/ra. 

10. ἅτε ἑτέρῳ: probably as in the story 
ap. Diodor. 11. 20, according to which 
Hamilkar was cut down early on the 
day of battle as he was engaged, in the 
naval camp, on a sacrifice to Poseidon, 
by Syracusan cavalry, who, under a ruse 
of Gelon’s devising, had made their way 
into the lower Carthaginian laager. In 
some respects, while the account of the 
campaign as a whole, and of the battle, 

iven by Diodoros, no doubt ome 
frou Sikeliote sources, is very muc 
fuller and more articulate than the curt 
and rather incoherent account here given 
by Hdt., the story of Hamilkar’s death, 
as given by Hat. (‘so striking in itself, 
80 thoroughly Semitic, and so effectively 
told’), is hard to part with, and might 
be combined, as Freeman suggests, with 
the main story as told in Diodoros ; and 
indeed more effectively than Freeman 


168. 3 ἀπίκατο B, Holder, 


realised, for there is no need to | 
Gelon’s ‘stratagem,’ or to m 
burning of the ships from morni 
evening, if we may preserve the 
as one not to ‘Poseidon’ but t 
Moloch,’ and move Hamilkar f 
naval to the upper camp. 

11. of θύουσι. Hdt. addu 
heroic cult of ‘Hamilkar’ as : 
for the truth of the story of his « 
and death. Such it might be 
cult itself were a fact ; but such 
in Semitic and Carthaginian sett. 
Meltzer (i. 215), followed by | 
(ii. 521), regards, no doubt rig 
an impossibility. Hdt. has ap 
confused ‘Hamilkar,’ ‘the ser 
Melgart’ (Ebed-Melqart), with | 
to whom no doubt temples ex 
all Carthaginian settlements, : 
greatest in Carthage itself. 

168. 1. ἀπό : nota mere περί, 
gesting the report, ‘brought t 
the Confederates, ‘from’ Sicily. 
τούτων τῶν ποταμῶν 4. δά see 
natural. 

3. voy, ‘tried to wi 
eee Cp. infra in the Ka 


4. τοὺς αὐτοὺς λόγους cou 
apply to c. 157 supra. But wh 
prior, the speech at Syracuse, 
speech at Korkyra?t The tense 
λάμβανον, ἀπίκοντο, ἔλεγον do no 
to decide the point absolutely ; 
ἀπίκοντο might have temporally 
perfect force, it need not have th 
and might here be used becau 
has previously recorded the em! 
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of δὲ παραυτίκα μὲν ὑπίδχοντο πέμψειν τε καὶ ἀμυνέειν, 
φράζοντες ὡς οὔ ode περιοπτέη ἐστὶ ἡ Ἑλλὰς ἀπολλυμένη " 
ἣν γὰρ σφαλῇ, σφεῖς γε οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἢ δουλεύσουσι τῇ πρώτῃ 
τῶν ἡμερέων: ἀλλὰ τιμωρητέον εἴη ἐς τὸ δυνατώτατον. 
ὑπεκρίναντο μὲν οὕτω εὐπρόσωπα" ἐπεὶ δὲ ἔδει βοηθέειν, 
ἄλλα νοέοντες ἐπλήρωσαν νέας ἑξήκοντα, μόγις δὲ ἀναχθέντες 
προσέμειξαν τῇ Πελοποννήσῳ, καὶ περὶ Πύλον καὶ Ταίναρον 
γῆς τῆς Λακεδαιμονίων ἀνεκώχενον τὰς νέας, καραδοκέοντες 
καὶ οὗτοι τὸν πόλεμον τῇ πεσέεται, ἀελπτέοντες μὲν τοὺς 
ὝἝλληνας ὑπερβαλέεσθαι, δοκέοντες δὲ τὸν Πέρσην κατα- 





5 ὑπέσχοντο πέμπειν B 6 οὐ σφίσι van H. 7 δουλεύσειν 
Cobet, van H. 9 ἐπείτε vel ἐπειδὴ ἢ van H. 10 νοεῦντες B 
11 προσέμειξαν van H., Stein®: προσέμιξαν Stein!? || Πύλον : Οἴτυλον 
vel TvAov? van H. 14 ὑπερβαλέεσθαι PVz: ὑπερβαλέσθαι RS: 


ὑπερβάλλεσθαι reliqui || Πέρσην : ξέρξεα B 





Gelon as the more important part of 
the service of these envoys; while ἔλεγον 
certainly is no pluperfect. Doubtless 
the envoys went to Sicily via Korkyra, 
and may have had interviews with the 
authorities there both on the outward 
and homeward voyage. 

5. : imp. from ὑπίσχομαι. 
Hdt. uses also the forin ὑπισχνέομαι, cp. 
9.109. φράζοντες, ‘declaring.’ 

7. τῇ πρότῃ τῶν ἡμερέων, ‘without a 


jective is used ; but an indicative promise 
-- ἀλλὰ αὐτοὶ τιμωροὶ ἔσονται --- would 
have been more conclusive. 
9. εὐπρόσωπα-- εὐπρεπῆ. 
ἐπεὶ δὲ ἔδει, ‘when the time came 
for. .’ 
10. ἄλλα νοέοντες os ἄλλα λέξαντε:) : 
cp. 9. δ4 (ἄλλα φρονέειν). 
᾿ κοντα: was that half their 
navy! They had 120 in 485 B.c., Thucyd. 
25. 4. 


Ἱ. 
s, ‘with much ado.’ 
11. ae a as in 6. 96; dvexé- 


Xevov, as in 6. "τς τ 
12. yrovley goes Wi 
παν ac Gash as with Talvapov. 
Hdt. regards ‘Pylos’ as in Lakonian 
land, since the Spartans had conquered 
Messenia; cp. Kafdainyle 8. 78 infra 
(ἐν τῇ Μεσσηνίᾳ ποτὲ οὔσῃ γῇ Thue. 
4. 8. 2), and Μεθώνη τῆς Λακωνικῆς 
Thuc. 2. 25. 1. For Tainaron, the 
most southerly point of Peloponnese 
(Cape Matapan), cp. 1. 24, 25; Thuc. 


1. 128. 1, 7. 19. 4 (a point of departure 
on the voyage to Sicily). Van Her- 
werden’s emendation Οἴτυλον (Τύλον) 

ts rid of the difficulty of coupling 

los and Tainaron in one breath as the 
station of the Korkyrean fleet. Oitylos 
(now Vitylo) is a harbour on the weat 
coast of Tainaron: 71. 2. 585; Strabo 
360; Pausanias 8. 25. 10 (Hitzig- 


Bluemner). 
xapafoxéovres . . weréerar: cp. 
c. 168 supra. This story, and the gory 
of Gelon’s mission of Kadmos, belong to 
the same earlier draft of the Book, into 
which cc. 165-7 have been inserted ; 
cp. Introduction, § 9. 
1 . δοκέοντες 


8. ἀελπτόοντες ‘ 
δέ κτλ. : a merely verbal contrast. 
ἀελπτέοντες antes; cp. Jl. 7. 810, 
ἐξ ἀελπτοῦ Hdt.1.111. The description 
of the attitude of Korkyra in 481 B.c. 
may be substantially correct ; they com- 
mitted themselves, perhaps, even less 
deeply to the Greeks than the story here 
seems to suggest; cp. Thuc. 1. 82. 4 
ξύμμαχοί re yap οὐδενός πω ἐν τῷ πρὸ τοῦ 
χρόνῳ ἑκούσιοι γενόμενοι : but the motiv- 
ation, and especially the address to 
Xerxes, are open to suspicion, as coloured 
by the unpopularity which the Korky- 
reans earned, and deserved, by their 
ignoble neutrality. This feeling would 
have asserted itself from the first, and 
there is nothing in this passage (me 
tudice) to carry down the composition 
to the date of the Peloponnesian war ; 
cf. Introdaction, § 8. 

14. ὑπερβαλέοσθαι : f. midd. (‘to over- 
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τις κρατήσαντα πολλὸν ἄρξειν πάσης 


HPOAOTOY 


τῆς Ἑλλάδος. ἐποίς 


ἐπίτηδες, ἵνα ἔχωσι πρὸς τὸν Πέρσην λέγειν τοιάδε 
βασιλεῦ, ἡμεῖς, παραλαμβανόντων τῶν ᾿Ἑλλήνων ἡμι 
τὸν πόλεμον τοῦτον, ἔχοντες δύναμιν οὐκ ἐλαχίστην οὐἰἱ 
ἐλαχίστας παρασχόντες ἂν ἀλλὰ πλείστας μετά ye ᾿Αθη 
20 οὐκ ἠθελήσαμέν τοι ἐναντιοῦσθαι οὐδέ τι ἀποθύμιον πο. 
τοιαῦτα λέγοντες ἤλπιζον πλέον τε τῶν ἄλλων οἴσεσθε 


wep ἂν καὶ ἐγένετο, ὡς ἐμοὶ δοκέει. 
σφι σκῆψις ἐπεποίητο, τῇ περ δὴ καὶ ἐχρήσαντο. 


πρὸς δὲ τοὺς “E; 
aire 


yap τῶν Ἑλλήνων ὅτι οὐκ ἐβοήθεον, ἔφασαν πληρῶσι 
ἃς ἑξήκοντα τριήρεας, ὑπὸ δὲ ἐτησιέων ἀνέμων ὑπερβαλεῖν Ν 
οὐκ οἷοί τε γενέσθαι: οὕτω οὐκ ἀπικέσθαι ἐς Σαλαμῖν 
οὐδεμιῇ κακότητι λειφθῆναι τῆς ναυμαχίης. 

Οὗτοι μὲν οὕτω διεκρούσαντο τοὺς “Ελληνας. 1] 


15 ὦν: ova 
σοι B || ἀντιοῦσθαι 8, van H. 
del. van H. 


come,’ ‘surpass ’), ‘despairing of ultimate 
victory for the Hellenes’; contr. ὑπερ- 


βαλεῖν infra. 

15. ἐποίευν. . ἵνα ἔχωσι... λέγειν: 
cp. ἐποίησαν ad init. ο. ; ἐπιτηδές 8. 14]. 
ἔχοιεν might be more regular, but 

wor is more graphic, and agrees with 
the point of view in the context (δοκέοντες 
- « &pter). The report of this address 
to the king, in oratio recta, though it 
was admittedly never delivered, shows 
the very strong animus excited by the 
Korkyreans. The king would hardly 
have thanked the horkyreans for their 
mere neutrality ; though Hdt. seems to 
think they would have benefited by the 
plea had things come to the worst. 

17. γόντων (imperf.): cp. 
παραλαμψομένους c. 157 supra. 

19. ἄν implies the hypothetical con- 
dition: εἰ τοῖσι Ἕλλησι συνεπολεμήσαμεν. 

μετά: c. 139 supra. 

23. σκῆψις, 1. 147. ἐπεποίητο is a 
little curious in tense, or insense. They 
had apparently ‘made’ the excuse be- 
fore they ‘used’ it; i.e. they had an 
excuse ready. 

25. ὑπὸ δὲ ἐτησιέων ἀνέμων. ‘The 
annual winds’ blow from the north 
during the months of August and 
September, coinciding with the period 
of the Nile flood, op. 2. 20. ὑπό, ‘by 
the action of . .’ The ‘winds’ are 


16 λέγειν om. a 
22 καὶ om. a 
25 ὑπερβαλεῖν : ὑπερβαλέειν codd. 


17 ἡμέας om. β 
24 τῶν ‘E 


perhaps, in Hdt.'s philosophy, 
neutral agents. 

ὑπερβαλεῖν Μαλέην: herea 
term, to round, ‘make,’ get pas’ 
τὸ δ᾽ εὐώνυμον αὐτοῖς ὑπερεβεβ) 
τὴν ἄκραν  Kuvds σῆμα καλεῖτι 
8. 104. 4 (cp. the νι. ὑπερ 
Σούνιον ib. 95. 1). In 8. 18 
ὑπερβαλόντες of crossing mo 
contr. ὑπε ἔεσθαι supra. 
(Cape Angelo), the SE. promo: 
Peloponnese; cp. 4. 179. Ii 
Μαλέαι. 

27. κακότητι, predicative: ‘it 
owing to cowardice they had f 
appear at the sea-fight.’ 

169. 1. διεκρούσαντο : διακρού, 
δοῦναι δίκην, etc.), a favourite we 
Demosthenes. Rawlinson quc 
Scholiast to Thuc. 1. 136 as show 
the Greeks afterwards meditated 
ing the Korkyreans but that Then 
interposed and saved them. P 
Them. 24, gives a more probable 
ation of the εὐεργεσία, and αἱ: 
6. 168. 23 above, διεκρούσαντο | 
not necessarily imply that thin 
so far as the Scholiast supposed. 

εἰ : a comprehensivi 
primarily geographical ; for the | 
ethnology of Krete cp. Od. 19. 
(Achaians, Dorians, Pelasgoi, Ky< 
Eteokretans). Perhaps only the 
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δέ, ἐπείτε σφέας παρελάμβανον οἱ ἐπὶ τούτοισι ταχθέντες 
Ἑλλήνων, ἐποίησαν τοιόνδε. πέμψαντες κοινῇ θεοπρόπους ἐς 
Δελφοὺς τὸν θεὸν ἐπειρώτων εἴ σῴφι ἄμεινον τιμωρέουσι 
γίνεται τῇ ἙἭ) λάδι. ἡ δὲ Πυθίη ὑπεκρίνατο “ὦ νήπιοι, ς 
ἐπιμέμφεσθε ὅσα ὑμῖν ἐκ τῶν Μενελάου τιμωρημάτων Μίνως 
ἔπεμψε μηνίων δακρύματα, ὅτι of μὲν οὐ συνεξεπρήξαντο 
αὐτῷ τὸν ἐν Καμικῷ θάνατον γενόμενον, ὑμεῖς δὲ ἐκείνοισι 


169. 4 εἰ σφίσι Stein’, van H.: εἴ σφι codd., Stein? ὃ 5 γίνεται: 
Sexpectes γενήσεται vel ἔσται vel συνοίσεται᾽ van H. 6 peuper be 
B: ἔτι μέμφεσθε aut τί μέμφεσθε aut οὔ τι μέμνησθε Reiske: ἔτι μέμνησθε 


coni. Stein! || μενέλεω B: Μενελάω «: Μενέλεῳ Wesseling 


7 of μὲν 


ov συνεξεπρήξασθε (αὐτῷ deleto) Cobet, van H. 


Kretans would have been applied to on 
this occasion (Lyktos, Gortyn, etc.) ; 
but if so, their answer reveals their 
complete adoption of the ‘Minoan’ 
associations, and their alienation from 
Hellas proper, and Peloponnese. The 
isolation of Krete during the ‘ Hellenic’ 
period offera an extraordinary contrast 
to the prominence and importance of 
the island and its culture in Mykenaian 
or in ‘Minoan’ times. That the whole 
of Krete acted on this occasion as one 
state, or communion, is not credible ; 
but apparently no Kretan city, of any 
race or origin, was officially represented 
on the Hellenic side in the Persian war ; 
there may, however, be some ground 
for the statement in Ktesias 26 that 
archers were brought from Krete by 
advicc of Themistokles and Aristeides. 

2. voy: c. 168 supra. 

5. ἡ νθίη ὑπεκρίνατο : (i.) the 
answer almost falls into iambic trimeters 
of its own accord: Μίνως ἔπεμψε μηνίων 
δακρύματα is one ready made; (ii.) the 
dialect appears to be preserved (Μενελάον, 
op. App. Crit.). ese observations 
throw suspicion upon the authenticity of 
the oracle. Stein admits the supposition 
that the response is a Kretan forgery: 
Κρῆτες det ψευσταί. But would not a 
forger have forged in hexameters? 
Hdt. may here be following a poetic 
source, in which the real or supposed 
response to the common Kretan theoria 
at Delphi was recorded in iambics. Cp. 
Introduction, § 10. 

The material point of the alleged 
oracle is that Krete had already done 
more than its duty by Hellas: Kretans- 


had taken part in the Trojan war on 
behalf of Menelaos, though Hellenes 
VOLI PT. I 


had taken no part with Krete in aven- 
ging the death of Minos in Sicily; and 
the wrath of Minos had already come 
upon them. The god does not give a 
direct answer, but with bitter iron 
adduces a precedent, the moral of whic 
is evident. Was 
6. ἐπιμέμφεσθε: conquerimini, Wessel - 

ing ; thr beschwert euch, Stein ; ‘‘you are 
not content with,” Blakesley. 

ὅσα. . Sax : ‘lacrimarum 
materiam, res illacrimabiles,” Baehr 
(cp. ‘‘sunt lacrimae rerum,” Verg.). 

ἀκ τῶν Μενελάου 


᾽ 

‘consequent on the assistance (auztlia) 

e lent to Menelaos’ (objective genitive). 
he reading is obviously right. 

Μίνως μηνίων : this meta- 
phorical πέμπειν is found in Jl. 15. 109, 
Aischyl. Eusenid. ts fxpnca os 
τοῦ πατρὸς πέμψαι ( ‘ -), an 
the other dramatists. P The a of 
Minos would doubtless rank still higher 
than that of Talthybios, c. 184 supra. 


7. of μέν is rather vague as it stands ; 
in the original verses (of μὲν ob 
ouveter, ’) its connotation may have 


been clear from the context; here it 
may be referred to Ἕλληνες understood 
from τῇ ᾿Ελλάδι supra. The emenda- 
tiona of Cobet are brilliant but un- 
convincing. 
vro, ‘joined (you) in 

exacting vengeance for . .᾿ αὐτῷ might 
be the ethical dative (rather than with 
συν-, joined him . .); yet taken immedi- 
ately with the verb it has a grandiose 
effect and a high animistic signifi- 
cance. In which case, too, the Kretans 
are, as it were, one with Minos. 

8. τὸν ἐν Καμικῷ θάνατον γενόμενον : 
see next ehapter. 

R 
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τὴν ἐκ Σπάρτης ἁρπασθεῖσαν ὑπ᾽ ἀνδρὸς BapBdpo 
ιοταῦτα οἱ Kpires ὡς ἀπενειχθέντα ἤκουσαν, ἔσχοντο τῆς 
170 τιμωρίης. λέγεται γὰρ Mivov κατὰ ζήτησιν Δαιδάλου 


9 ἁρπαχθεῖσαν a: κα ear tine σ 10 ἀνενειχθέντα vult van H. | 


ἀπείχοντο B 170. 1 
thew τὴν Kallenberg 


94 ὅσοι 
τὰς 


γαγάς 
οντο : “ab auxilio 
ferendoa ἐμὰ. ἀγα hater the strong 
ἔχειν, cp. 6. 171 infra, and middle (not 
ve) bat Suga yar ἐ- from 
assisting,’ ‘he em ὁ ping,’ 
: witha eae ai | Mivov ... θανάτῳ 
170. 1. ivov... ry; 
nae, follows a l of Minos, which 
have bel to this Book in its 
earli form, but, if so, has received some 
notable additions and retouches at a 
at two ‘subsequent 
1. 'Β mi to the 
note at the end of f chapter. 
Sophokles made the death of Minos at 
Kamikos the subject Pres a tragedy (cp. 
Nauck, Trag. Frag. Kap — 
Mivws), and no doubt the story ἢ 
been worked by poets and ΝΣ 
before him: the legend was to the 
effect that Minos demanded the extradi- 
tion of Daidalos from Kokalos, king of 
Kamikos, was hospitably received by 
him, but treacherously murdered by 
the king himself, or by his daughters, 
ina bath. His body ‘was recovered by 
the Kretans, who accompanied him, anc 
they founded ‘Minoa, and buil a “ 
eect tomb in ‘his Sena 
oros 4, 79—where the thy > is 


μΐνων P: pivewv a: pivew Β : μίνω καὶ || nonne 


stocks, Minos is is no doubt a divine 
Bas ti legend double οὐ Zeus ‘histor 
t οἱ κῃ  -ἷς 
events, aes and forces 
anterior to the Hellenic } 
ante certain that in 
oan times, Krete and ‘ Ἵ 
not sence i — ae it is 
possi 5 of the pe oe 
tion of Minos to the West may rest on 
transfigured prem, of movements 
antedating not merely Hellenic coloniza- 
oa but even Phoen settlements in 
cily. 


oe ergo account of the rise of 
os wer in Krete is given 
Hat. 1. ἫΝ y 
| kard £4 Δαιδάλον : Daidalos 
is the tra t personification of the 
artist or c . the maker of δαίδαλα 
(il. 5. 60, 14. 179, Od. 19. ἍΤ, 
δαιδάλεος, δαιδάλλειν εἰ δίηι.}. 

be in accordance with the ae 
evidences, now accumulated by Dr. 3. 
Evans, that the eponymous artist, the 
master of Minoan if not of Mykenaian 
craftsmen, should be at home in Krete 
and at Knosos. Homer eth! 590 ff. ), 
without actually calling 

locates his most calehened work (the 
xépos made for Ariadne, on which οἵ, 
C. Robert's truly historical article oan 
Pauly-Wissowa, s.v. Daidalos, iv. 1998) 
in Knosos, But it also speaks volumes 
for the early proficiency and im 


of Attic arts and crafts that the name 


of Daidalos is actually located in Attica 


and attached to the soil, as e of 

the Deme Daidalidai. Natu Υ͂, saber 

Be ee from which the mythical and 
egendary story of Greece, as we have 


told with many later contaminations. ) it, dates, the Attic and the Kretan 


Whether this story is older than the 
Dorian colonization of the south side of 
Sicily may fairly be doubted ; it forms 

a justification for the Kre to-Bhodian 
taselon of a kind everywhere Mara, 

in the legends of Greek 


plrerrrg os 
παι Bor exhibits the wholesale ap- 


a οὔ 


te by the Hellenic 


=. 


‘ Daidalos’ are identified, and Attica is 
‘Tepresented as his o al home. He, 
the jealous master, after there slaying the 
too ἐπα ςσσον pater (Τάλως 
ἕῳ το ges hokl.) escapes to 

Gees he servis of apache a 

(by Pasiphat’s aid) πὶ makes his 
which 


erations, oles, ow. way to Sicania, His ' 


the ‘search,’ in the cama 
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ἀπικόμενον ἐς Σικανίην τὴν νῦν Σικελίην καλευμένην ἀποθανεῖν 
βιαίῳ θανάτῳ" ἀνὰ δὲ χρόνον Κρῆτας, θεοῦ σφι ἐποτρύναντος, 
πάντας πλὴν Πολιχνιτέων τε καὶ Ἰραισίων ἀπικομένους 
στόλῳ μεγάλῳ ἐς Σικανίην πολιορκέειν ἐπ᾽ ἔτεα πέντε πόλενς 


2 καλεομένην a 
cod. Askev., Bekker, van H. 


Minos assures himself of the presence 
of Daidalos in the island (at Kamikos) 
by his royal host’s success in passing a 
thread through the labyrinthine whorls 
of a shell: thereupon, the murder of 
Minos. To put an end to Daidalos we 
must hark back to Lykia, where (accord- 
ing to Alexand. Polyhist. ap. Steph. B. 
sub v. Δαίδαλα) he died from the bite of 
a snake as he was passing through a 
marsh, and was buried (should he have 
drained it!) at ‘Daidala,’ a city raised 
in his honour. There are several cities 
of the name, and perhaps each had a 
tomb of Daidalos, as doubtless the 
Attic Deme of the Daidalids. 

Toepffer, Attische Gen. 165 ff., who 
strongly asserts the Attic origin of 
Daidalos (in ignorance of the prehistoric 
arts of Krete), but happily notices the 
connexion of Daidalos with Hephaistos 
(cp. Pindar, Pyth. 4. 59; Plato, Alk. i. 
121 a). 

2. aviny viv Σικελίην «. 
Before it was Sicenia the name of the 
island was Tpwaxpla, cp. Thuc. 6. 2. 2-5. 
The invasion of the dicels (from Italy) 
Thuc. dates ‘nearly 800 years before 
the coming of Hellenes to Sicily,’ i.e. 
by the conventional chronology 735+ 
300 = 1036 B.c., but the Sicels of course 
did not at once give their name to the 
island, and the delay might account for 
the name Σικανίῃ ocourring in ‘Homer’ 
(to wit, in a late passage, Od. 24. 806, 
and only there: presumably=Sicily) ; 
to whom nevertheless Σικελοί are known, 
Od. 20. 383 (as slave-dealers), but whether 
in ‘Italy’ or in ‘Sicania’ is not a 
parent (and as slaves in Greece itself: 
γυνὴ Σικελὴ γρηύς Od. 24. 211, 366, 389). 
The Sicani, according to Thuc., were them- 
selves immigrants from Iberia, ee 
claiming to be autochthonous; but he 
ventures on no date for that immigration. 
Niebuhr long ago suggested that the 
difference between ‘Sic-ani’ and ‘Sic-uli’ 
was a difference of degree, not of kind ; 
cp. also Nissen, Jtalische Landeskunde, 
i. 548. How untrustworthy Thucyd.’s 


3 ἀνὰ: iva B || σφι s: σφε codd, Holder: σφέας 
5 πόλιν del. van H. 


theory is may be seen in his statement 
that the previous name of the island 
was Trinakria. The one thing certain 
about the Homeric Θρινακίη is that it is 
not Sicily ; nor could a Greek name for 
the island (meaning ‘the Triangular,’ 
or ‘the Three-caped’) possibly be the 
primitive name (nor is it likely that 
‘triquetra’ was its ‘name’ then; c 

Lucretius 1. 717, Horace, Sat. 2. 6. 55). 
Hdt. in fact is probably right in not 
going behind the name ‘Sikania’ for 
ΠΝ aod oe trorptva bl 

3. vros: presumably 
Zeus (i.e. ‘ Minos’ himeelf_if Hdt. had 
only known it). The aorist points to 
a definite act, or manifestation: a famine, 
pestilence, or what not. 

4. πλὴν Πολιχνιτέων τε καὶ Πραι- 
σίων. If the men of Polichne and 
Praisos took no part with Minos, then 
Saeed they were no subjects of his. 

olichne was near Kydonia (Kanea) but 
not on good terms with it (in 429 arate 
cp. Thuc. 2. 85. 5 (though possibly 
friends with Gortyn). Praisos, at the 
east end of Krete, still bears the same 
name, and was undoubtedly an Eteokretan 
city (cp. Pashley, Travels in Crete, i. 
290), and has recently been the scene 
of excavations by the British School ; 
cp. The Annual of B.8.A. viii. This 
excommunication of the Eteokretans 

roves how sod Sa the Dorian, or 
ellenic, elements had appropriated the 

t with the present. In the legend 
followed by Diodoros 4. 79 the Kretans 
who accompanied Minos to Sicily made 

his death. That is Greco -Bicilian 
theory ; Hdt. seems to follow Kretan 
authorities, cp. c. 171 infra. 

5. ἐπ᾿ brea πέντε: the figures ‘ten’ 
and ‘five’ are conventional siege-periods ; 
cp. Grote i. 274 (Freeman, i. 115, con- 
verts the ‘five’ to ‘seven’). For the 
temporal use of ἐπί (with acc.) cp. δ. 65. 

«πόλιν αμικόν : the last researches 
apperenny fix its site, not between 
Akragas and Minoa, but ‘‘ farther to the 
north, among the mountains, which rise 


10 γῆν " 
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Καμικόν, τὴν κατ᾽ ἐμὲ ᾿Ακραγαντῖνοι ἐνέμοντο" τέλος δὲ ov 
δυναμένους οὔτε ἑλεῖν οὔτε παραμένειν λιμῷ συνεστεῶτας, 


ἀπολιπόντας οἴχεσθαι. ὡς 


δὲ κατὰ ἸἸηπυγίην γενέσθαι 


πλέοντας, ὑπολαβόντα σφέας χειμῶνα μέγαν ἐκβαλεῖν ἐς τὴν 


θέντων δὲ τῶν πλοίων, οὐδεμίαν γάρ σφι ἔτι 


κομιδὴν ἐς Κρήτην φαίνεσθαι, ἐνθαῦτα Ὑρίην πόλιν κτίσαντας 
καταμεῖναί τε καὶ μεταβαλόντας ἀντὶ μὲν Κρητῶν γενέσθαι 
Ἰήπυγας Μεσσαπίους, ἀντὶ δὲ εἶναι νησιώτας ἠπειρώτας. 


6 κάμικον codd. || νέμονται Β 


Ὕρίην : ὑρηδίην Apr. B: ὑρηλίην Acorr. Cd 


inland above the baths of Selinous” Ὁ 
Freeman, eg i, 112 (cp, xxxi.), and 
ppendix Υ 


A 

6. av po. dvé- 
~~ A oc ee ht be an in- 
sertion from the ‘site 8s hand; they 
could hardly have been weltten ‘before 
his journey west ; they cannot prove a 
pat on part to Kamikos. The 

ragantines ag question were ap 
ently exiles, or rather the ἀπωρῆῖξα.. ταὶ 
escendants of exiles, who had left 
eron: Schol. 


use of κατ (with accus.) cp. Index. 


cp. λιμῷ συ- 


Ι i The é i : 
Ε" avila (the ‘ labria 
Romans = pening , 

Brindisi and Taranto), 
determined by 4. 99, 3. 138 (cp. "larvyla 
ἄκρα in Thue. 6. 30, 1 ete.), How far 
the *Iapygians' extended is a question. 
The ‘Japygia' of Hat. is but one of 
three parts of modern Apulia, which 
form a natural unity ; ‘but Greek writers: 
from Polybios on use ‘ “Tapygia’ for Apulia 
+ Calabria, Cp. Nissen, tal, Landes- 
Kunde, i. 539. 


9. ὑπολαβόντα. ‘What is subtle, 
ppb may be soe and slight, ‘but 
is apt to be sudden, and so violen’ tia 
line of argument which may βοτὰ τ 
explain the many uses of bod - 
illustrated in Hat. ; ep. 8. = 118. 
gan : a 4. 42. 


eh in Se: el 
the eg of a former a 


9 ὑπολαβόντάς σῴεας R 11 
13 τοῦ εἶναι 4, van H. 


‘That it was a ᾿ Kretan ° foundation 
i probably bata fiction d 
do justice to uasi- Hellenic 
acter of the inhabitan is and their colina: 
ἊΝ agers below. 
: intransitive; cp. 
8, τὴ 1. 65 ete. 


13. BS e Μεσσαπίους seems to 
er extension of the name 
"Troyes than to the Calabrian peninsula. 
The ‘ Messa ‘—as near neighbours 
of Tarentum—are the most frequently 
mentioned division of Ilapygians in the 
hg writers ; Thue. 7 “ays Mr pe 
ey a under a " ᾽ 
chisftaln); Polyb,, Stmab., Their 
Kretan origin is a fiction Be vt 
the Arkadian origin of the ne το βέλεα 
Πευκέτιοι (Dionys, Hal. 1. 13) and the 
Argive (Diomedeian) 
*Daunian’ cities in A 


of the 
lia (Strabo 284), 
Cp. H. Nissen, op. 6. f. The fiction 
points, however, to two facts as necessary 
to account for it. (1) The perio 


were older residents in the land t 

& Βοῖοι, + τ} They had a on 
though more Sot ture. 
But even the ‘ Messa found in 

xpelled, an 


occupation, and subd 


n, 
earlier ie fol a Auwonit( “Ἧς 
Hali ik. 1 ) me st 


Te 


‘Onl nae orn 2, 
tag tage of the ‘Bottiaioi’ through 
πε γϑν δὺς, the conclusion ; . δ. 


ithe 


ἐγ ϑ" δὲ rh The construction 
and the change of construction is re- 


fenepien) ing. . ‘markable; cp. 6. 32and App. Crit. There 
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ἀπὸ δὲ ‘Tpins πόλιος τὰς ἄλλας οἰκίσαι, τὰς δὴ Ταραντῖνοι 
χρόνῳ ὕστερον πολλῷ ἐξανιστάντες προσέπταισαν μεγάλως, 
ὥστε φόνος Ἑλληνικὸς μέγιστος οὗτος δὴ ἐγένετο πάντων 
τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν, αὐτῶν τε Ταραντίνων καὶ Ῥηγίνων, of ὑπὸ 
Μικύθον τοῦ Χοίρου ἀναγκαζόμενοι τῶν ἀστῶν [καὶ] ἀπικό- 


14 πόλιος : πόλις 1 van H. || οἰκίσαι Schaefer, Stein?: οἰκῆσαι codd., 


Stein! || ras: ἃς a 
ἀναγκαζόμενοι coni, Madvig 


18 Σμικύθονῖ cp. Pape-Benseler sub n. || φεύγειν 


post ἀστῶν «οὐκ ἐθελόντων ἐξελθεῖν παν- 


| 
δημεὶ: suppl. Sitzler || καὶ del. van H., Stein® 


is also here a pseudo-antithesis between 
γενέσθαι and εἶναι. 

14. τὰς ἄλλας οἰκίσαι. Uria is given 
a kind of metropolitan position, but it 
can hardly have been an earlier ‘ Mes- 
sapian’ foundation than Brundisium, 
forexample. The other Messapian cities 
are scarcely known to fame. Strabo 
281 gives the number as thirteen in 
the most flourishing days. (Cp. for 
nomenclature Forbiger, Geogr. iii. 751 ff, 
without any adequate attempt to distin- 
guish Hellenic, Messapian, and Ausonian 
names or settlements. 

Ταραντῖνοι. The men of Taras 
or Tarentum (cp. 4. 99) were accounted 
Dorians or quasi-Dorians of Sparta 
(‘* Lacedaemonium Tarentum,” Hor. Od. 
3. 5. 56), but the purity of their Dorism 
was confessedly doubtful, and tradition 
hints also at an ‘ Achaian’ element (from 
Sybaris and Kroton) in the foundation 
(circa 705 B.c.). The legend of the 
‘ Partheniai’ is reported by Strabo 278 f. 
in two versions, from Antiochos, from 
Ephoros; the latter version making them 
in effect better Lakedaimonians, better 
Dorians. No stronger contrast could be 
devised than that between the austere 
Spartan discipline and the luxury of 
‘molle Tarentum,’ already proverbial in 
the time of Hdt. (cp. 6. 127 and 1. 24). 
The Tarentines were no doubt Hellenes, 
and from Peloponnese, perhaps from 
Lakedaimon ; but the ‘ Dorian’ element 
in them was surely very small—Dorians 
could ill be soared by the conquerors in 
Sparta. Tarentum was a ‘ Messapian’ 
before it was a ‘Lakedaimonian’ settle- 
ment, and the Peloponnesian hellenized 
Tarentines aimed at exploiting or subda- 
ing (ἐξανιστάντε!) the whole of Calabria 
—in which attempt they encountered 
the disaster next reported. ( 
wTawway: cp. πταῖσμα πρός c. 149 
supra. ) 


15. ve ὕστερον πολλῷ: in the 
year 473 B.c. according to Diodor. 
11. 52. 


16. “Ἑλληνικὸς μέγιστος 
τῶν ἡμεῖς ἴδμεν : on the formula cp. 
c. 111. 2 supra. Bilskesley obeerves 
that this must have been written 
before the Athenian disaster in Sicily: 
of course—there is no clear reference 
in Hdt. to any event even within a 
decade of that; cp. Introduction, § 9. 
Notwithstanding the immense but un- 
defined losses of Tarentum on this 
occasion, the power of the Messapians 
declined and that of the Hellenes 
continued to increase thereafter: the 
loss affected the inner more than the 
external relations of Tarentum. (About 
510 B.c. there had been a tyrant or 
‘king’ at Tarentum, 3. 136.) Aristot. 
Pol. 8. (5.) 8. 7=1808 a explains the 
conversion of the city from Poltteia to 
democracy by the losses of the γνώριμοι 
on this occasion; and no doubt the 
influence of the ‘Pythagoreans’ was 
rie ies Hdt. has probably exagger- 
ated the actual numbers, but such were 
the resources of Tarentum that it could 
well sustain the blow; Strabo lc. puts 
the land forces of Tarentum, under the 
extreme democracy, at 80,000 foot, 3000 
cavalry, 1000 ‘hipparchs.’ Why is 
nothing heard of an application to them 
from Sparta, or the Hel enes, in 481 B.c. ἢ 

17. Ῥηγίνων. The association with 
Tarentum was apperently not voluntary 
(ἀναγκαζόμενοι), and was, indeed, a little 
unnatural, as the subsequent relations of 
Rhegion and Taras to Athens might 
suggest. It was only, however, a part 
or a party of the citizens (τῶν ἀστῶν) 
which was thus treated by Mikythos or 
Smikythos (Pausan. 5. 26. 3), and so 
came to an involuntary end (οὕτω : but 
cp. App. Crit.). Probably 3000 was the 
whole contingent. 
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μενοι τιμωροὶ Ταραντίνοισι ἀπέθανον τρισχίλιοι οὕτω " 
3. δὲ Ταραντίνων οὐκ ἐπῆν ἀριθμός. ὁ δὲ Μίκυθος 
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¥ 


ἐὼν ᾿Αναξίλεω ἐπίτροπος Ῥηγίου καταλέλειπτο, οὗτος ὅς τ 
ἀράννὸν ἡ ἐκ Ῥηγίου καὶ Τεγέην τὴν ᾿Αρκάδων οἰκήσας 


20 δὲ: yep R: ἼΥ | ἐπῆρε ἐπέῃν ade | 


21 ὅς 


20. ὁ δὲ MixvOos. We have here, and 
thins intaaahle mers nto tis history 
ose uable apercus into tory 
of the Pentekontaéteris for which Hat. 
must rank as an even better authority 
on ta Persian war; cp. Introduo- 
It is matter for regret that Hdt. should 
not have felt himself moved to relate 
more folly the life and adventures of 
Mikythos, which undoubtedly would 
have well repaid fuller treatment. 
Diodoros 11. 66 has to some extent 
attempted to fill the void ; Strabo 253, 
Pausanias, Justin, ete., confirm or am plify 
the biography. Hdt.’s brief note supplies 
wit re Ἂ5 ὍΝ ον ΟΝ ome le 
or ἐπιτροπή, 


ὑποϊαδμεα ri alliance se with Tarentum ; 
(iii.) 2 expulsion or retirement from 
R ; (iv.) his residence in Tegea ; 
(v.) hi is ΟἹ pian offerings, 
ἐὼν "A . That 
Mikythos the fomulus (οἰκέτης, Hat. ; 
δοῦλοι καὶ ταμίας Pausan.; servus servus spectatac 
‘ei Justin) has a father Xoipos, is of 
own paternity, shows him to have 
been born a freeman. Diodoros calls 
him merel ἐπίτροπος. Freeman, ii. 546, 
justly doubts his ‘servile’ condition and 
cps. case of Maiandrios, 3. 142, and 
ancies’ that he was an Arkadian of 
‘Tegea who had come to seek his fortune 
in Sicily. The father’s name Xofpor 
forestalls ‘Verres’ (Fre oman). The 
name is found on several inscriptions ; 
and oddly enou ‘she the feminine | Xolpa ai a 
a nickname of | or oe at . 
Tegea, Pausan. 8, 47. 2 (op 
Sikyon, 5. 68 supra). 
Xolpchos is more common. 
name in both forms is accurate 
are as in Athens (Aristoph, and 


nol ΤΙ ΑΒΗΒ ylow ν uawbidheitees Am 
Ἢ πέος aoe! Ty isattaee (op. , 9, 16δ᾽ 
a), who died 476 Bc. The Ri cy 
Mikythos lasted 3 paiaeie wns ten 


he 


> 


περ: ὥσπερ B 


99 ἐκπεσὼν : 


ears till 466 B.c. (Diodor. 11, 66 ion 
Rhegion and Messene (where cr 
had in Meoapia (478 αὶ father). Thed 


(473 B.0.) does not ajpear to 

werksasd hia petites] it 
aid one fall chiatt upon his own sur 
porters. The j y which 


excites in Hieron suggests that Bhegion 
anes Mikythos was formidable 


yracuse, 

22. ἐκπεσὼν ἐκ * Diodoros 
Le. gives details, and represents the re- 
tirement of Mikythosas voluntary. The 
two sons of Anaxilaos were now 
ep. 6. 165 supra), and were incited | 

n of Syracuse todemand of Mikythos 
an account of his πατρόσ. (ἀπαιτῆσαι 
λύγον παρὰ Μικύθου 
and themselves to Arnot e reins of 
government. Mikythos acquits him of 
this audit to the astonishment of the 
sacs pa tesa on : g me en—no doubt 
thoroughly ashamed ὦ i authority. 
beg the just steward to resume authority 


So τ 


tot χες οὴς τ paige ἐκ ἜΝ oe 


The story is με oh moralized, and 
coloured: the main elements in the 
political and domestic drama are pe Ee 
enough, but they have been fabulized in 
the search for another Sn man. 
Busolt emphasizes Hdt.'s ‘ 
Girone ( Freeman (less wisely) prefers 
iodoros Se i 
‘a tak up his abode at = 
‘after tabi hi ἘΣ Tegea in 
Arkadia.” 


‘wine thee exp 
rom heglon and Messene st B.C. 


(Diva. 11. 76. 5) and th mig gp 
and sae 


e 

cation of Sicily —to which’ ie 

least indirectly, contributed ; 

died fall of years and honours, leaving a 
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ἐσοικίζεσθαι ἄλλους τε ἀνθρώπους καὶ μάλιστα “Ἕλληνας, 
επρίτῃ δὲ γενεῦ μετὰ Μίνω τελευτήσαντα γίνεσθαι τὰ Τρωικά, 
ἐν τοῖσι οὐ φλαυροτάτους φαίνεσθαι ἐόντας Κρῆτας τιμωροὺς 
Μενέλεῳ. ἀπὸ τούτων δέ σφι ἀπονοστήσασι ἐκ Τροίης λιμόν 
τε καὶ λοιμὸν γενέσθαι καὶ αὐτοῖσι καὶ τοῖσι προβάτοισι, 
ὅστε τὸ δεύτερον ἐρημωθείσης Ἐρήτητ᾽ μετὰ vee) Awe 


vil 


171. 5 Mivwv: pivewy A?: 
Stein!®, Holder, van H, 


or from a poet). It is probably the 
same catia ty as underlies the λέγεται 
in o. 170, or is taken from it. 


4. γυ Te ἀνθρώπους καὶ μάλιστα 
“Ἑλληνας : this would account for the 
island: to Hat. the Pel 


necot i and Achaians in the 
are non- 
Hellenic (cp. 1. 57 f.), but the Achaians 
of course Hellenes (on Homerio authority). 
See further infra: ἀνθρώπους͵ without 
egos δὲ ῇ Μίνων τελευτή 
τὰ : we are here 

1) in the ce of learned 
and ration raphy based on 
Homer. The generations are of course 
reckoned inclus uaiely Minos—Deukalion 
—Idomeneus (J/, 13, 449 ff. ; cp. Diodor, 
5. 79). The Trojan war is but some 60- 
70 years after the death of Minos: Minos 
is, wh Hat. as to Homer, the son of Zeus ; 
cp. 

6, οὐ ἐ ἠλαυροτάτου; εν τᾷ sspupese . 
; they furnished eighty black 
ships, i. ἃ, 652; and what is more, 
Idomeneus and his squire Meriones (Ji. 
7. 165 f.) are among the bravest and 
most efficient warriors; cp. ΤΠ. 3. 230, 
4. 250 ff., δ. 43, 13. 361 ff. (Ἰδομενεὺς 
ἀρσταῦο), 16. 842 ff., 17, 605 ff., 23, 
4 

7. ἀπὸ τούτων δὲ... π' προβάτοισι. The 
meaning of the first two words is not 
very clear; taken chronologically: Ξε μετὰ 
ταῦτα (cp. App. Crit.). In the Homeric 
tradition Idomeneus and his age ited 
men returned happily to Krete, Od . 3. 
191 f.; and Diodoros (5. 79) has a a tradi- 
tion, “fortified, or discredited, by a trans- 


— 


parently fraudulent epigram, hay 13: represented in Homer 


meneus and Meriones we ried in 
Knosos, and enjo' ” heroic honours 


though he contradicts: himself by havi 


vew ceteri : 
7 dd: ἀντὶ B, Holder, van H. 


reckon 
a devastation, or evacuation of Krete, 


ΠΟ fall upon an already 


of Greece, and that 


Μίνωα ς || γενέσθαι B, 


Vergil, den. 8. 121-3, 400 f., which re- 
ted Idomeneus as ex — 
ete, after his return from Troy, and 
settling in Japygi 
aaa case o expan asphaies is explained 
Servius to have 
broke out in Krete in Pl asain 
of the immolation of his son to Poseidon, 
in fulfilment of a vow, to sacrifice the 
fon thing, thes. she ee 
i is ve 
ae he the famine and pete, αν. 
the tion of Minos himself is a 
by Hdt. as having entailed 


though he does not assert that Minos 


a 
y the famine aging 
δίκας, after the Return of Idomeneus. 
dt, does not clearly state that there was 
a fresh migration west, but at least he 
leaves the door open for it. The losses 
Hellenic 


Mi τῶν ir Nace 
thoy, a alse porn to the coming 
of the Dorians into Krete. Hat. 
his logographic authorities were of 
course well aware that the J/iiad no- 
where recognized Dorians = the map 


The Kretan etlinog Krete: 19. 172 2 ft 


e Kretan hopes! τὲ of that pee ware 
al ‘Minoan Krete 


by Eteo- 
kretans and Kydonians, in t. by 
Polichne and Praisos. The Pelasgoi an 
_Achaians of Homer correspond to the 


ae itse 


Hdt. ps follows. 


made Meriones follow the first fight ὁ of ᾿ ἄλλοι τε Bye > καὶ 


Kretans to Sicily: 


4 79, Hat here whom ‘Hat. 
seems to be acquainted with ὁ the di- 
ments at least of the | capt A ὡ. ἢ οὗ Minos, And the Dorian 


μάλιστα “Ἕλληνες 
has introduced after the 
evacuation of the island by the avengers 
a come in as 





171-172 


τρίτους αὐτὴν νῦν νέμεσθαι Kpiras. 
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«Κρῆτας» μὲν δὴ ἡ 10 


Πυθίη ὑπομνήσασα ταῦτα ἔσχε βουλομένους τιμωρέειν τοῖσι 


Ἕλλησι. 


Θεσσαλοὶ δὲ ὑπὸ ἀναγκαίης τὸ πρῶτον ἐμήδισαν, ὡς 172 





10 νέμεσθαι Κρῆτας. ἡ μὲν δὴ Πυθίη ϑιοίῃϊ : νέμεσθαι. Κρῆτας μὲν 
δὴ Πυθίη Stein® (preli errore): νέμεσθαι. chxxm. Κρῆτας μὲν δὴ ἡ Πυθίη 


van H 
<6p>ws «δὲ: Schenkl, Holder 


the ‘Kretans’ of the present day, who 
take a superior place among the remnants 
of the previous population (μετὰ τῶν 
ὑπολοίπων). Stein®s emendation spoils 
this last point, and destroys the article 
before Πυθίη (but cp. App. Crit.). 

11, tropvfcaca ταῦτα, ‘reminded 
them of these things’ (ὑπομνῆσαί τινά τι, 
frequent). Whether this Kretan story 
was to any extent manufactured in 
Delphi, who can say! The influence of 
Delphi upon Hellenic logography and 
historiography can never perhaps be 
worked out or verified in detail, bat it 
must have been immense, not merely 
through the normal action of the oracle, 
and the nucleating effects of the offerings, 
but also owing to the stimulating and 
synthetic tendency of the periodic 
or Panegyreis upon poets and historians ; 
cp. Introduction, § 10. 

ἶσχῳ a strong εἶχεν, ‘stayed, 
‘withheld’; cp. c. 169 1. 10 supra. 

118. 1. Θεσσαλοὶ δέ: the case of the 
Thessalians, as presented by Hdt., in- 
volves grave difficulties. Was Thessal 
unrepresented at the Syllogos pesordel 
above, c. 145 ff. 1 If not, did the con- 
federate Hellenes, of that passage, while 
sending envoys to Korkyra and Sicily, to 
Argos, and to Krete, in the hopes of unit- 
ing Hellas against the Barbarian, leave the 
Thessalian question wholly unconsidered ἢ 
Yet the initiative here appears to come 
from the Thessalians, in the form of 
an application to subscribe, or to be 
defended by, the already formed Con- 
federacy. is representation may be 
erroneous: the ἄγγελοι here introduced 
are really perhaps aha eres the Thessa- 
lians having been admitted already to 
the Symmachy, the Council of which is 
here simply discussing ‘the plan of 
campaign’; perhaps this is the same 
session of the Council as that which 
despatched embassies to Sicily and Krete, 
the Thessalians themselves being parties 
thereto. This story, which appears to 


An Κρῆτας. «Κρῆτας» μὲν δὴ κτλ. 


172. 1 ὡς: 


be from an Athenian source, is favourable 
to the Thessalian commons, and may 
possibly (with cc. 178, 174) belong to 
the second draft of the Book; cp. 
Introduction, § 9. 

ὑπὸ ἀναγκαίης τὸ ; 
‘it was under compulsion the Theesalians 
(had) medized the first time.’ τὸ πρῶτον 
implies τὸ δεύτερον---Βῥ surely as the 
latter implies the former. Hdt. writes 
these words with obvious reference 
to the list in c. 182 supra, which, how- 
ever, really belongs, or may belong, to a 
much later point of time than he should 
here have in view. The ‘second medism ’ 
of the Thessalians is recorded in o 174 
infra, and follows on the abandonment 
of Thessaly. If the suggestions above 
made are sound, the second is the one 
and only medism of the Thessalians as a 
κοινόν. Hdt., however, re nts the 
Thessalians as having ‘medized’ under 
compulsion in the first instance, though 
what form the compulsion took he fails 
to specify; he infers the ser ay 
however, from the appearance of Thessa- 
lian envoys at the fsthmos, which he 
dates subsequently to the first medism, 
though somewhat inconsequently, as 
soon as ever they had news of Xerxes’ 
pre see below. The second medism 

e apparently regards as voluntary 

(προθύμως οὐδ' ἔτι ἐνδοιαστῶ). His 
logic would here seem to be at fault. 
The abandonment of Thessaly by the 
Hellenes was a much more coercive act 
than any mere machinations of the 
Aleuads. But there was a deal of 
latitude about this ἀναγκαίη formula; a 
proper definition of ἀναγκαίη was badly 
wanted ; cp. c. 182 supra, and below. 

ὡς SéBdav: διαδεικνύναι is of 
coursestronger than δεικνύναι: “* icue 
ostenderunt.” How then does Stein get 
his ‘‘ wie sie errathen liessen” ! The wie 
‘as’ may be right, but Schenkl’s emenda- 
yee (App. Crit.) gets us out of a tight 
place. 
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διέδεξαν, ὅτι οὔ σῴφι ἥνδανε τὰ of ᾿Αλενάδαι ἐμηχα: 
ἐπείτε γὰρ ἐπύθοντο τάχιστα μέλλοντα διαβαίνειν τὸν II 
ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην, πέμπουσι ἐς τὸν ᾿Ισθμὸν ἀγγέλους " 
ςτῷ Ἰσθμῷ ἦσαν auc πρόβουλοι τῆς ᾿Ἑλλάδος ἀρ 
μένοι ἀπὸ τῶν πολΐων τῶν τὰ ἀμείνω φρονεουσέων περ 
“Ἑλλάδα. ἀπικόμενοι δὲ ἐπὶ τούτους τῶν Θεσσαλῶν οἱ dy 
ἔλεγον “ ἄνδρες “Ἑλληνες, δεῖ φυλάσσεσθαι τὴν ἐσβολὴ: 
Ὀλυμπικήν, ἵνα Θεσσαλίη τε καὶ ἡ σύμπασα ἢ ‘EAX 
τοσκέπῃ τοῦ πολέμου. ἡμεῖς μέν νυν ὅτοιμοι εἰμὲν σ 
λάσσειν, πέμπειν δὲ χρὴ καὶ ὑμέας στρατιὴν πολλήν 
εἰ μὴ πέμψετε, ἐπίστασθε ἡμέας ὁμολογήσειν τῷ Π 
οὐ γάρ τι προκατημένους τοσοῦτο πρὸ τῆς ἄλλης ‘EA 





2 δὲ ἔδοξαν 5. || ἐμηχανῶντο ΑΞΒΒ, Stein?®: μηχανῶντο ΑἹ 


χανέοντο CP, Stein! : ἐμηχανέωντο dz 

5 ἁλισμένοι <oi> Mehler 

9 ἢ post πολέμου B || ἔν om. B 
13 re: τοι SVz || τοσοῦτον B 


γὰρ B 


ae 
νοεουσέων B 


12 πέμψητεβ 


2. ὅτι οὔ σφι ἤνδανε κτλ. : these words 
are not as simple as they look. Are they 
constructed with ἐμήδισαν ὑπ᾽ ἀναγκαίης, 
or with ὡς διέδεξαν, or are they virtuall 
a substantive and independent proposi- 
tion related indeed to both? The last 
eeems the best alternative: ‘inasmuch 
as they disagreed with’ (non-placeted) 
‘the devices of the Aleuadai.’ But cp. 
App. Crit. 

3. ἐπείτε. . ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην professes 
to give a date, but gives it vaguely: 
is it to be fixed by the first news of 
the projected invasion which reached 
Thessaly, or by the actual move from 
Sardes in the spring of 480 B.c.? Hdt. 
here intends the latter ; cp. c. 174. 


4. ἀγγέλους, i.e. πρέσβεις: cp.c. 11. 6. 
ἐν δὲ τῷ ᾿Ισθμῷ pane Thy 


τῷ ὃς ἐν 
“EAAdda. If Thessalians appeared at 
the first syllogos of the Confederacy, 
this phrase might settle the venue; cp. 
c. 145f. supra. Hdt. seems to conceive 
this ae as takin ears in the 
spring of 480 B.c., but ἦσων topévor, 
chad ‘been collected ’ (and still were so), 
is not really an absolute pluperfect. 
λοι τῆς “EA\d50s, presumably the 
technical phrase, and in any case a 
remarkable one: alas, that Hadt. tells 
us neither their names nor their cities ! 
μένοι is absolute; cp. o 118 
supra. ἀπό, ‘from,’ i.e. hailing from ; 
with the remainder of the phrase cp. c. 


3 ἐπυθέατο B 4 πέ͵ 
6 ἀπὸ: urd? van H. 
10 é 


145 supra. As the two passa 
from quite different sources, or 
of quite different date bab! 


ough 


7. ἀπικόμενοι δὲ ἐπὶ τούτον! : 
phrase be used with a sugges 
ἐπελθόντος ἀπικόμενοι seoms ra 
suggest the as hn of their 
(probably overland). 

8. τὴν ἐσβολὴν τὴν "Ody 
whether this phrase means the 
ποτὲ or the Petra-pass, or more 

t. 


h, or no rticular pass, 
speech of the Thessalians, is n 
clear. Hdt. plainly understanc 
Tempe, dioagh he knows of anot 


which is even more strictly ‘ Olyr 
cp. 6. 173 infra. Anyway, the ΟἹ 
line of defence will cover Thessaly 
Hellas withal (ἡ singular). ἐν 
το w., ‘under cover from,’ 8 
from invasion, warfare ; cp.c. 21 
᾿ io pigs the Th 

10. ιν : the Thessa 
poral is badly developed: (a) no 
said of the other , OF passe 
128 supra ; (δ) nothing is said of 
and navies. 

11. és with the imperative (ἐπ 
is peculiar ; and so is érleract 
accus. and infin. 

18. πρὸ . . πρό: local and ca 
spectively; cp. Index. As to the 


a 
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μούνους πρὸ ὑμέων δεῖ ἀπολέσθαι. βοηθέειν δὲ ov βουλόμενοι 


251 


yap advvacins ἀνάγκη κρέσσων ἔφυ. ἡμεῖς δὲ πειρησόμεθα 


οἱ δὲ “EdAnves πρὸς ταῦτα ἐβουλεύσαντο ἐς Θεσσαλίην πέμπειν 
κατὰ θάλασσαν πεζὸν στρατὸν φυλάξοντα τὴν ἐσβολήν. ὡς 
δὲ συνελέχθη ὁ στρατός, ὄπλεε δι’ Εὐρίπου" ἀπικόμενος 


"ἀναγκαίην ἡμῖν οὐδεμίαν οἷοί τε ἐστὲ προσφέρειν" οὐδαμὰ τς 


τῆς ᾿Αχαιίης ἐς “AXov, ἀποβὰς ἐπορεύετο ἐς Θεσσαλίην, τὰς 5 


νέας αὐτοῦ καταλιπών, καὶ ἀπίκετο ἐς τὰ Τέμπεα ἐς τὴν 
ἐσβολὴν wep ἀπὸ Μακεδονίης τῆς κάτω ἐς Θεσσαλίην 
φέρει παρὰ ποταμὸν Πηνειόν, μεταξὺ δὲ Ὀλύμπου τε ὄρεος 


[ἐόντα] καὶ τῆς Ὄσσης. ἐνθαῦτα ἐστρατοπεδεύοντο τῶν 


Ἑλλήνων κατὰ μυρίους ὁπλίτας συλλεγέντες, καί opt προσῆν 


14 βουλομένοισιν sine οὐ B 
ἦι a 


van Η. 
van H. 


15 οὐδεμίην B 
Stein? (αβ) : μηχανεόμενοι P, Stein! : μηχανεώμενοι Cds 


17 μηχανώμενοι 
178. 7 ἥ: 


8 Πηνειὸν ποταμόν 5: ποταμὸν et οὔρεος (ὄρεος) abesse vult 
9 ἐόντα secl. Stein?: ῥέοντα Dobree, quod δὲ deleto probat 
10 ὁσλῖται Ca, Holder, van H. 





the Thessalians refuse to do just what 
the Athenians loved to boast they them- 
selves had done at Marathon ; op. 9. 27. 

14. βοηθέειν δὲ οὐ : “ prob- 
ably only an oversight for μὴ βουλόμενοι," 
Stein, who adds that οὐδέτερον stands for 
μηδέτερον c. 149, οὔτε for μήτε c. 186, 
οὐδεμία for μηδεμία 8. 115, and vice versa 
μὴ for od 8. 65, 6. 94, 7. 51, 214. It 
would seem more natural to substitute 
an hypothetical for a categorical state- 
ment than vice Lig ae 

15. ἀδννασί γκη 
κρέσσων > 8 naredoxieal ome 
which anticipates the Andrian fable of a 
few months later; cp. 8. 111. Both 
gnome and fable are presumably of 
Athenian provenience. 

16. we . . μηχανώμενοι: 
cp. cc. 189, 148 supra. μηχανώμενοι is 
a reminiscence of ἐμηχανῶντο above. 

178. 3. κατὰ θάλασσαν πεζὸν τόν: 
the force, though a land one, is con- 
veyed by sea through the Euri 
channel (by Chalkis; cp. 5. 77, and c. 
183 infra). The point is remarkable, 
but unfortunately the tradition does not 
specify the place, or places, where the 
force embarked, nor the state, or states, 
which supplied the transports. 

δ. τῆς ᾿Αχαιίης ἐξ "Αλον : i.e. Achaia 


Phthiotis, cp. 1. 56, and ο. 132 supra. 
For Alos op. c. 197 infra. Why Alos was 
the point of ee arpa ΤῊΣ 
Pagasai (cp.c. 198) is far from self-eviden 
és Ceovadtey : one might rather 
expect διὰ Θεσσαλίη:, cp. c. 196. In 
1. 57 Hdt. has eo term eye peat s 
for a part of Th Υ; cp. c. supra. 
6. τὰ ater δον feat’ 4 
περ κτλ. : the name Tempe (plural) has 
not been used before, though the pass 
has been described in c. 128 supra, a 


quite independent of this story. 
PT, MaxeBovins τῆς κάτω seems here 


to mean very much the same as Πιερέῃ c. 
181, or Maxedovls c. 127; cf. notes ad 


“δ 

10. κατά, ‘about,’ circiter : an extension 
of the local force of the preposition ; cp. 
5. 79, 6. 44, 79. Perhaps Athens and 
Sparta each furnished about 5000 
hoplites to the expedition, though 
eulhepivres might suggest a larger 
number of contributories ; and if Athens 
supplied all the ships, there may have 
been fewer Athenian hoplites on service 
(cp. Athenian resolution c. 144 supra). 

e soft 2nd aor. (cvd\ecyévres) is less 
usual in early Greek than the Ist. 
9. 27, 29 infra, Aristoph. Wasps 1107, 
but more common in later Greek (Baehr). 


f. 


1} 


é 


* an 
Ae Ἢ 
αὐτοί τινα σωτηρίην μηχανώμενοι." ταῦτα ἔλεγον οἱ Θεσσαλοί. 173 
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ἡ Θεσσαλῶν ἵππος " ἐστρατήγεε δὲ Λακεδαιμονίων μὲν Evaiveras 
ὁ Καρήνονυ ἐκ τῶν πολεμάρχων ἀραιρημένος, γένεος pévros 
ἐὼν οὐ τοῦ βασιληίου, ᾿Αθηναίων δὲ Θεμιστοκλέης ὁ Νεοκλέος. 
ἔμειναν δὲ ὀλίγας ἡμέρας ἐνθαῦτα" ἀπικόμενοι γὰρ ἄγγελοι 


11 μὲν om. B 


11. ἡ Θεσσαλῶν ἵππος: the armed 
men of Thessaly seem all to have been 
mounted. Neither their numbers nor 
their leader are here given: Diodoros, 
whose record of this expedition leaves 
much to be desired (11. 2. 5f.), takes no 
a τον them at ae ae 

ρατήγεε: the sin verb wit 
the two named sab lenta πεν be the 
more appropriate as the Spartan doubt- 
less had the ἡγεμονία. 

Etalveros ὁ Kapfvov. ‘Karenos’ 
is of course the Ionic form of ‘ Karanos,’ 
which occurs as the title of a ‘ Head- 
man,’ or chief, Xenoph. Hell. 1. 4. 8, 
and asa proper name in the Temenid, 
or at least the Makedonian pedigree ; cp. 
Plutarch, Alex. 2, Diod. 7. 15-16; 8. 
139 infra. It is a lordly name; but 
nothing more is known of this Spartan, 
nor of his son EKuainetos, except what is 
here recorded: though not of Spartan 
Herakleid blood (cp. App. Crit.), he still 


has been elected (dpacpypévos, by the 


Apella) ‘ strategos’ ad hoc, being already 
indeed one of the ‘war-lords.’ The 
record would be interesting, if for 


nothing else, as exhibiting the arrange- 
ments in Sparta for the supreme command, 
which was by no means always ipso 
facto in the king’s hands on foreign 
service; cp. 5. 63, and 9. 10 infra. 
That neither Leonidas nor Leotychidas 
was in command on this occasion is 
a remarkable fact, and may favour the 
suspicion that the Spartans at least 
hardly meant business; while the fact 
that Themistokles, son of Neokles, is in 
charge of the Athenians, points to a 
aie strenuous policy on their part and 
is. 

12. πολεμάρχων. The term is found in 
technical use at Athens, Thebes, and 
Sparta. The Spartan ‘polemarchs’ in 
the fourth century at least each normally 
commanded a μόρα, and there were six 
μόραι in the militia, Xenoph. Resp. Lac. 
11; cp. Hell. 4. 5. 11. Whether that 
was a new development is not quite 
clear. At the battle of Mantineia in 
418 B.c. the polemarchs appear as aides- 
de-camp in immediate attendance on 


12 ἐκ om. B 


13 ov om. z, secl. van H. 


the king, Thuc. 5. 66. 3. Cp. Xenoph. 
Resp. L. 13. Here again a polemarch 
appears in command of a foreign expedi- 
tion. The three positions, or functions, 
are obviously not irreconcilable; but 
the full powers of the polemarchy, the 
conditions of tenure, and so forth, remain 
obscure. 
18. Θῳ. ὁ NeoxAéos. The 
repetition of the patronymic here (op. c. 
148 supra), though not in itself con- 
clusive, bears out the argument for the 
independent provenience of the story in 
which it occurs. If this expedition takes 
place in the spring of 480 B.o., as the 
Athenian strategoi probably entered office 
in Hekatombaion, Themistokles must 
have been one of the strategoi for 48]-- 
480 er as ing as for TaN ghoboon | 
14. t ; Tow 
; resi ΗΓ αν μὸ νας This man 
of Makedon is already well known from 
Bk. 5. 17-22. Still, the introduction of 
the patronymic here would not in itself 
disprove the priority of that passage, 
albeit the addition of ἀνδρὸς Μακεδόνος is 
more startling. When, however, it is 
observed that the man thus elaborately 
introduced here, and further compli- 
mented 8. 137-39 infra, is simply named 
and no more, and his father Amyntas like- 
wise, in 5. 17, the argument for the prior 
composition of these later a be- 
comesagood dealstronger. The argument 
extends to the relation of this passage to 
the passage in Bk. 8, and points to that 
as of older composition than this—in 
other words, confirms the conclusion 
that this whole story of the Thessalian 
undertaking is later in composition 
than the bulk of these Books. It might 
have been on artistic grounds that Hat. 
pr να the account of the Makedonian 
ings to the personal entrance of 
Alexander on the scene ; but the alterna- 
tive explanation also accounts for the 
phenomena, and is confirmed by so 
many other indications that it rises to 
the dignity of proof. Cp. Introduction, 
8, 9 


Were these ἄγγελοι mere ‘ messengers,’ 
or were they envoys, am ors, 


bow 
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παρὰ ᾿Αλεξάνδρον τοῦ ᾿Αμύντεω ἀνδρὸς Μακεδόνος cuveBov- 15 
λευόν σφι ἀπαλλάσσεσθαι μηδὲ μένοντας ἐν τῇ ἐσβολῇ 
καταπατηθῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ στρατοῦ τοῦ ἐπιόντος, σημαίνοντες 


τὸ πλῆθός τε τῆς στρατιῆς καὶ τὰς νέας. 


ὡς δὲ οὗτοί σφι 


ταῦτα συνεβούλευον, χρηστὰ γὰρ ἐδόκεον συμβουλεύειν καί 


σφι εὔνοος ἐφαίνετο ἐὼν ὁ Μακεδών, ἐπείθοντο. 


δοκέειν δ᾽ 


ἐμοί, ἀρρωδίη ἦν τὸ πεῖθον, ὡς ἐπύθοντο καὶ ἄλλην ἐοῦσαν 


ἐσβολὴν ἐς Θεσσαλοὺς 


νέας del. Naber 


σημαίνοντες . . 


a || ἐὼν om. B || δέ μοι, Stein! 3, Holder, van H. 


22 ἐσβουλὴν B 


negotiators? Was no attempt made by 
the Greeks to detach Alexander from 
the Persian, or to induce him at least to 
play the Persian false in his passage of 
the mountains? If the Makedonians 
could have been induced to cut off the 
Persians from behind, to assail them in 
the rear, while the Greeks and Thessalians 
attacked, or defended, in front, what 
might not have been effected ? Alexander 
was πρόξενος of Athens (cp. 8. 136). 
Alexander was manifestly well disposed 
to the national cause (εὔνοος ἐφαίνετο ἐὼν 
ὁ Μακεδών just below): the absurd 
message here pe into the mouth of his 
envoys was hardly of his dictating. 
Themistokles may well have endeavoured 
to obtain the co-operation of Makedon ; 
the loyal co-operation of Makedon might 
have rendered Hellas and Thessaly 
secure. We can hardly suppose that 
Alexander took his cue from Argos ; but 
his Persian connexion was strong (8. 
136), and he was probably better 
dis towards Athens and Sparta 
than towards the hago ᾿ 
17. καταπατηθῆναι: the last thing 
that could have happened to the Greeks, 
if they had kept their station ἐν τῇ 
ἐσβολῇ, where mere numbers would have 
counted for nothing. The sting of the 
message may lie in the tail: καὶ τὰς 
νέας (pace Naber ; cp. App. Crit.). The 
Greek expedition to essaly is re- 
presented as a purely land-force, though 
conveyed thither by sea. The Persian 
fleet, if uno , would assuredly 
have rendered: the position at Tempe 
quite untenable, even if no other 
into Thessaly had existed. But it is 
hardly conceivable that the Greeks were 
ignorant of the naval preparations on the 
Asiatic side; and only diseovered, on 


κατὰ τὴν ἄνω Μακεδονίην 
15 ἀνδρὸς Μακεδόνος secl. van H. 


διὰ 


17 στρατοῦ τοῦ S: στρατοῦ || 
18 τε om. β, Holder 20 σῴφιν 
21 ἄλλῃ B, van H. 


their arrival at Tempe, and through the 
m from Alexander, that the king 
had a t fleet in motion. It is, how- 
ever, conceivable that they were not 
yet fully assured that the king’s fleet 
was all coming round by the north 
Aegean route. The Persian fleet might 
have been ex to follow the old 
island route, by Delos, and to strike 
direct at Athens. It was only after the 
rendezvous at Doriskos that the Greeks 
could feel quite sure that the king’s 
forces might not act independently, and 
compel them likewise to seperate fleet 
and army, if they were to defend 
Thessaly, or even northern Greece. 
The assurance that the king’s land- and 
sea-forces were to act in strict concert, 
advance by one route, and remain in 
touch, Themistokles probably obtained 
by his visit to Tempe, and perhaps 
through the medium of Alexander. 
These considerations would, however, 
tend to throw some doubt upon the 
exact date of the expedition given in 
the next c. 

20. δοκέειν 8’ ἐμοί, κκλ. Hadt.’s own 
expressions of opinion ere always, of 
course, important to the students of his 
mind and work; but they rarely show 
much insight into strategic or military 
conditions. ‘Fear was the determining 
motive’ (ἀρρωδίη ἦν τὸ πεῖθον) ; but he 
hardly makes it clear whether the Greeks 
were afraid of being trampled to death 
in Tempe, or circumvented by the fleet, 
or taken in the rear owing to the exist- 
ence of another land-pass. Moreover, 
Hdt.’s account of this ἄλλη ἐσβολή is 
lamentably inadequate and incorrect. 

22. κατὰ τὴν ἄνω Μακεδονίην διὰ 
πρραθεν κατὰ Γόννον πόλιν : there 
was and could be no such pass. A pass 
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Περραιβῶν κατὰ Γόννον πόλιν, τῇ wep δὴ καὶ ἐσέβ 


στρατιὴ ἡ ἘΞέρξεω. 


καταβάντες δὲ οἱ Ἕλληνες ἐπὶ ra 


Ὡς ὀπίσω ἐπορεύοντο ἐς τὸν Ἰσθμόν. 
Αὕτη ἐγένετο ἡ ἐς Θεσσαλίην στρατηίη, βασιλέ 


38 περαιβῶν α 
Valckenaer : στρατιή || βασιλέως a 


from Upper Makedonia could not issue 
by Gonnos, and a pass by Gonnos could 
not lead into Upper Makedonia. Gonnos 
is itself in the pass of Tempe, and the 
starting-point, or terminus, of a difficult 
mountain route, between the land en- 
trance of Tempe and Lower Makedonia, 
or Pieria, and stands in the same 
relation to Tempe as Anopaia to Ther- 
mopylai; but it is hardly credible that 
‘the army,’ or even any part of the 
army, of Xerxes actually traversed this 
difficult route. It was not by this route 
that Alexander in 336 B.c. turned the 
position of Tempe: he led his army 
pe the gorge, cut steps up Ossa, and 
escended into the plain behind the 
enemy. Op. Bury, Hist. of Greece, ii. 
829. The only _ eres! from Upper 
Makedonia into Thessaly isthe Volustana, 
or Servia, from the upper ΤΥ of the 
Vistritza (Haliakmon) down to Elasséna ; 
it is quite possible (and probable) that 
one of the Persian columns used this 
The third main pass neither starts 
from Upper Makedonia nor ends at 
Gonnos, or anywhere near it; but it 
may nevertheless, as Rawlinson (iii. 142 
n.*) suggests, be the one here intended 
(so far as Hdt. can be said to intend one). 
The Petra pass starts (like the Tem 
route) from Dion, and crosses the 
Olympic range (deserving especially the 
title ἡ ἐσβολὴ ἡ ᾿Ολυμπική co. 172) by 
Petra to Doliche (Daklista), descending 
to Pythion and so to Oloosson (Elasséna). 
From Oloosson the plain of Larissa 
would still have to be ; ian by various 
passes through the lower of 
mountains, which now form the political 
frontier of Greece, and leave Thessaly 
strategically at the mercy of the Turks ; 


Thessaly were, (1) the failure to secure 
the co-operation of Makedon; (2) the 
manifest divisions among the Thessalians, 
80 that even a united Thessaly was too 
much to hope for; (8) the assurance 


34 ὀπίσω ἐπὶ ras νέας B 


174, } σ' 


that the Persian fleet was ac 
side by side with the Persia 
rendering Tempe untenable by 
force alone; (4) perhaps the d 
that there were several other p 
which Thessaly could be enter 
Makedon, or at least the a 
that the Persians were so num 
to make a diversion of th: 
easy to them. The difficulty, 
is not to understand why the 
abandoned Thessaly, but to exp 
they ever came to think of defe: 
They must have hoped for the « 
tion of Makedon, or at least 
absolutely united Thessaly ; th 
have under-estimated the land 
Xerxes, and also, probably, have 
that the fighting fleet was noi 
ying the land-army. The 
ane enlightened them on the 
of Makedon, the condition of 1 
the magnitude of the Persian fo 
king's plan of sare But 
tion had probably not been 
t was an earnest of the resol 
the Confederates to draw the - 
of defence as far north as 
enabled Themistokles to θ 
and to survey the north Euboian 
and Thermopylai: it assured 
the king's exact designs. He 
to the Isthmos—the Athenian s 
men will presumably have pi 
Phaleron or Peiraieus—with a 
clear view of the right plan of d 
174% lia ἐγένετο. . ἐν 
This index of time is proba 
worth very much; cp. c. 17! 
where words occur which might 
not come to very much the sam 
To have occupied Tempe when 
was still in Asia, at Abydos 
have been an unnecessary prc 
Moreover, it was only after the 
vous at Doriskos (ἐνταῦθα per: 
τὸ ναυτικόν Diod. 11. 8. 7) ! 
assurance about the king's fle 
have been conveyed to the Gn 
previous c.). The occupation ὁ 


173-175 


TIOAYMNIA 


255 


μέλλοντος διαβαίνειν ἐς τὴν Εὐρώπην ἐκ τῆς ᾿Ασίης καὶ 


ἐόντος ἤδη ἐν ᾿Αβύδῳ. 


Θεσσαλοὶ δὲ ἐρημωθέντες συμμάχων 


ΚΟΥ 
πὶ 


οὕτω δὴ ἐμήδισαν προθύμως οὐδ᾽ ἔτι ἐνδοιαστῶς, ὥστε ἐν ἐωοῦ 


a are ’ if 
τοῖσι πρήγμασι ἐφαίνοντο βασιλέι ἄνδρες ἐόντες χρησιμώτατοι. ς Ws “ 


Οἱ δὲ “EdAnves ἐπείτε ἀπίκατο ἐς τὸν ᾿Ισθμόν, ἐβου- 175 


8 ἠρημωθέντες B 
ασιλεῖ α 


will more probably have coincided with 
the king’s arrival at Eion, at Akanthos, 
or even at Therme, than with his week’s, 
or month's, pause at Abydos (cp. 6. 56 
supra). Hdt.’s synchroniams are not to 
be trusted; cp. c. 166. 

8. ἐρημυθέντο συμμάχων μὲ ὁ γπραι 
to some extent an excuse for the medism 
of the Thessalians, and carries on the 
apologetic tone with which the passage 
starts ἦν 6. 172. a 

4. uray προθύμως οὐδ᾽ Er: ἐνδοια- 
στῶς: Τ' the Thessalians all, as a 
body, gl λροὰ the king’s cause, the 
Aleuad policy. ἐνδοιαστῶς is found in 
Thuc. 6. 10. 5, 8. 87. 4, and the verb 
(ἐνδοιάζω) thrice. Homer has the neut. 
pl. dad as adv. ‘of two kinds,’ twofold: 
Od. 2. 46, and the subst. δοιῇ (un- 
certainty, doubt) 12, 9. 280 (ἐν daz) ; 
but the word here may be a trace, or 
reminiscence, of the Attic source from 
which Hdt. derived the story. 

Gore (with indic.) here gives not 
the intentional but the actual result: 
cp. 2. 120 οὕτω γε φρενοβλαβὴς ἣν .. 
ὥστε κινδυνεύειν ἐβούλ(ετο) : ὃ. 12 αἱ μὲν 
τῶν Περσέων κεφαλαί εἰσι ἀσθενέες οὕτω 
ὥστε, εἰ θέλεις ψήφῳ μούνῃ βαλεῖν, δια- 
τετρανέεις. Cp. also ο. 118 δι 

175. 1. οἱ δὲ “Ελληνες ἀπίκατο 
The words relate them- 
to the last words of 
c. 178 ; yet the ‘ Hellenes’’ who embarked 
at Alos in c. 173 can hardly be the 
‘Hellenes’ who discuss the plan of 
defence in this: the ten thousand 
hoplites are too many, and the two 
strategoi are too few! But the question 
arises whether by the ‘ Hellenes’ here 
are designated the πρόβουλοι τῆς Ελλάδος 
left apparently sitting in c. 172, or a new 
body, a new entity, the strategoi, or the 
synedrion of strategoi. The ΤΟΗΟΜΊΒΕ, 
reasons decide this question in favour o 
the probouloi. (i) The plan of defence 
is too important a matter to have been 
decided except by the Council of the 
Confederacy, especially as it involved not 


4 οὐδ᾽ ἔτι Reiske: ovders vel οὐδέ re 5 
175. 1 amrexéaro Pz 


merely atrategic but political interests 
and issues. (1i.) There is no such thiug 
as ‘the synedrion of strategoi’ (pace 
Busolt, ii? 667; cp. Lakedaimonier, 
407 f.). There appears in the story of 
Salamis subsequently a Council of 
Strategoi, that is, of Admirals; but where 
then were the strategoi of the land- 
forces? There appears in the story of 
Plataia something approaching to a 
Council of War in the camp of Pau- 
sanias; but where are the admirals? 
Nowhere does a single Board or Council 
of Strategoi make its appearance deter- 
mining the general plan of campaign. 
(iii.) The Councils of War which do 
appear are advisory, not executive. This 
ig true even of the story of Salamis in 
which ‘voting’ is talked of, for Eury- 
biades is clear 7 supreme to act according 
to his own judgement. Equally certain 
is it that Pausanias acts as commander- 
in-chief at Plataia, Leotychidas at 
Mykale; and at Plataia and Mykale the 
oe of campaign has been settled long 
fore. The discussions in the fleet (9. 
106, 114) practically lead to a schism ; 
but Leotychidas may be considered to 
have acquiesced in the action of the 
Athenians. (iv.) The formal hegemony 
of Sparta in the war favours the view 
that no single Board of Strategoi met to 
decide the strategy of the campaigns. 
Either Sparta decides the plan at home 
and leaves her commander and her 
navarch to carry it out (with such 
advice as each may take separately in 
emergencies from a Council of War), or 
else the general plan of campaign, em- 
bracing the operations by sea and by 
land, is discussed and settled by the 
‘ Hellenes,’ ic. by the probouloi of Hellas 
(who may of course in many cases 
strategoi too), and the hegemony of 
8 is restricted to the actual conduct 
of operations subject to the general 
scheme agreed on. The latter view 
seems to suit the facts and stories best. 
What, for example, but the dogma of 


t 
Ae oe 


πρὸς τὰ λεχθέντα ἐξ ᾿Αλεξάνδρου τῇ τε στήσονται 


ciple Pas 


| ἐν οἵοισι χώροισι. 
ἐγίνετο τὴν ἐν ν Θερμοπύλῃσι ἐσβολὴν φυλάξαι» 


ἡ a ee 
a το 


2 om. ΒΗ τῇ: ἢ 


it appear » that the 
ἘΠΕ οἵ aera before 


than: Yet the = 
the yr Thessaly, perhaps By 
the ex n to y 
the πρόβουλοι τῆς “E LB yghen ope 
brought to the Isthmos, or detained ay 
" ἘΦ 9 spring of 480 5.0, accord 
ous story (c. 172), if not by the 
ἀξουλοι at the meeting in the previous 
κα ύνσσις It may be t 
are ἃ ae iece of Herodotean dove- 
tailin uced by him, after the 
ion "of the Tempe story (cc. 172- 
174), to rationalize the itive, with 
the result that the discussion on the 
first line of defence has perha users 
thrown out of gear, or at least fie 
down toa later point than was explicit! 
fixed in the first draft of the work. Cp. 
Introduction, ἶ 9, 
Γ τε τὸν καὶ 


ἐν toe χώρ | This is the fanda- 


Lf 
_ quo 
πρωὶ 

The localit 


the len ph reedy is a em a Ἵ 
(ἡ νικῶσα γνώμη ἐγίνετο), not, in oot, 
over the Persians, but over an ὁ opposition 
in the Council or a 

the victorious plan! 
Athenian’'s, 
4. ear” a 


ι΄ et der 


jemision is as A 


e 


that these words 


Doubt less as the Ν 


In 
course, the defence of the line 


Ἐς ποτὶ τς : 
neously, ᾿ un 
lineally on sea and land. ay 
στεινοτέρη . . τῆς 
This would seem to compare the 
widths of Thermopylai and Temp 
comparison seems to imply 
occupation of Tempe was in 
and was rejected on the 


(1) it was a wider pass than co 


(2) further from their home-bases, (3 


liable to be circumven Pinte 
touch with the fleet. On al see 


Thermopylai had the advan 
therefore Thermopylai- 
chosen as the fire line of dafance im 
nog: ce to Tempe. There would have 
no sense in mentioning Reape 
into Thessaly’ in this connexion 
its merits had been discussed in com- 
son with Thermopylai. It would 
ollow that the discussion here indicated 
arose before the decision to occupy Tem 
A : The ie pes τος the 
.rtemision-Thermopy ta 
{seen toes 5 ee 
plan was to defend lai, and 
the station of the fleet at Artemision 
was only determined on after it became 
known that the king's fleet was ac- 
-companying the ki , Le. after 
the occupation an xe: onment of 
~ Temp n that case, what was now 


othe 
rare 


ose was decided was not so much to 
_ Thermopylai as to defend Artemision in 
᾿ me an with Thermopylai. 

ἣν ut 


ΠΣ 


ν»" 
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γὰρ ἐφαίνετο ἐοῦσα τῆς ἐς Θεσσαλίην καὶ ἅμα ἀγχοτέρη τες ἴ' ‘a 
τῆς ἑωυτῶν «χώρης καὶ μούνη». τὴν δὲ ἀτραπόν, δι’ ἣν rook 
ἥλωσαν of ἁλόντες Ἑλλήνων ἐν Θερμοπύλῃσι, οὐδὲ ἤδεσαν Yrniorw 
ἐοῦσαν πρότερον ἤ περ ἀπικόμενοι ἐς Θερμοπύλας ἐπύθοντο 
Τρηχινίων. ταύτην ὧν ἐβουλεύσαντο φυλάσσοντες τὴν ἐσβολὴν 
μὴ παριέναε ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα τὸν βάρβαρον, τὸν δὲ ναυτικὸν το 
στρατὸν πλέειν γῆς τῆς ἹἹστιαιώτιδος ἐπὶ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον. ταῦτα 
γὰρ ἀγχοῦ τε ἀλλήλων ἐστὶ ὥστε πυνθάνεσθαι τὰ κατὰ 
ἑκατέρους ἐόντα, of τε χῶροι οὕτω ἔχουσι. τοῦτο μὲν 70176 

ὅ ἐν θεσσαλίῃ BPs || dua: μία B, Holder, van H.: ἅμα μία Dietech | 
re corruptum pro γῆς hab. Stein!, lacunam tamen post ἑωυτῶν indicavit, 
ubi deesse χώρης καὶ μούνη coni. Stein?: eadem in textum introduxit 
Stein®: re «γῆς» τῆς et ἀγχοτέρω vult van H.: post pia intactum praebet 
textum Holder 7 45¢ ἐοῦσαν B 11 γῆς om. B 12 κατ᾽ 
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ἑτέρους BPs 


176. 1 τὸ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον secl. Stein! approb. van H.: 


post ᾿Αρτεμίσιον interpunxit Stein?, comma tantum pos. Dietech, Holder 


Othrys-line was a possible line of defence, 
which is nowhere contemplated in Hdt, 
aud indeed plays a curiously small part 
in ancient warfare, perhaps from the 
very proximity of ermopylai, but 
which yet might have had to be 
considered on this occasion. The de- 
barkation at Halos, instead of Pagasai, 
c. 173 supra, seems to relate itself more 
naturally to a reconnaissance at Thau- 
makoi (Domoko) than toa reconnaissance 
at Tempe, to a defence of Pharsalos than 
6. rip Ὁ ἀπατὺν ος Τρχινῶν 

6. τὴν τρα .. ἐνίων. 
For the description of this path ce 6. 
212 infra. The statement here is one 
of those very hard to stomach. On 
general principles, the Greeks, of all 

ples in the world, would have known 
that there is always a second pass, or a 
ΤΕΥ round a mountain, sooner or later; 
and even if they knew nothing of the 
existence or character of this particular 
path, they can hardly have been ignorant 
of the existence of ἡ διὰ Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος 
ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα (see c. 176), by which 
the Persians, who were numerous enough 
to turn core ry Petra or Volustana, 
would surely be able to turn Thermopy]ai. 
In this remark we have the second 
apologetic note in the story of Thermo- 

ylai, by which οἱ ἁλόντες “EAA fve ἐν 
were to be glorified. 

10. τὸν δὲ vaurixdy.. dri’ : 
This order is really co-ordinate with τὴν 
ἐν Θερμοπύλῃσι ἐσβολὴν φυλάξαι, though 
Hdt. has obscured the co-ordination, or 
at least its material significance, (a) by 
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inserting a list of reasons and excuses 
for the occupation of Thermopylai, (δ) 
by the inadequacy of the reason given 
for the occupation of Artemision. 

11. ris ‘I : so named 
from Histiaia, 8. 28 infra, or Hestiaia, 
as the Athenians seem to have called it, 
Thuc. 1. 114. 8; op. 7. 57.2. Not to 
be confounded with the Histiaiotis in 
Thessaly, which Hdt. 1. 56 erroneously 
identifies with τὴν ὑπὸ τὴν “Οσσαν re 
καὶ τὸν Ολυμπον χώρην (Pelasgiotis). 
The occurrence of the same name in 
North Euboia and in Thessaly can 
hardly be mere accident, but it seems 
more natural to derive the Euboian from 
the Thessalian than vice versa. 

"A . Without the article. 
Rawlinson rightly doubts there having 
been any city on the spot: a temple 
on the shore (cp. next c.) must have 
originated or localized the name, which 
apparently extends to the neighbour- 
hood. Baehr understands it especially 
of the headland; cp. Diodor. 11. 12, 
Plutarch, Them. 8. Larcher thought 
that the straits, the water itself, might 

ibly be covered by the name, and 
Blakes ey adduces our ‘Spithead’ as a 
parallel. Hdt. himself says just below 
τὸ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον . . αἰγιαλός, ἐν δὸ ’Apré- 
μιδος ἱρόν, c. 176 ad f. The χρυσαλα- 
κάτου τ᾽ ἀκτὰν κόρας of Sophokles Tr. 637 
seems to apply not to the Euboian coast 
but to the opposite and mainland shore. 

176. 1. τοῦτο μὲν τὸ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον, ‘in 
the first place Artemision '—the article 
here owing to the repetition of the name. 


᾿Αρτεμέσιον " 


HPOAOTOY Wo 
ἐκ τοῦ πελάγεος τοῦ Θρηικίου ἐξ εὑρέος our 


γεται ἐς στεινὸν ἐόντα τὸν πόρον τὸν μεταξὺ νήσου τε 


ἡ δὲ αὖ διὰ Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος ἐς τὴν 





στο τυ an Aad ee στεινὸν πόρον τὸ 
5 ἐκδέκεται 2, van Η. 


ὺ ἐόντα van H. 
ἐστί Stein® preli errore [: τῇ BPs: ἡ 


of the retary 
elearly cut off Lanier. middle 
(or Aegean proper: uy a line of islands 
rom the Artenisian straits 
to the Hellespont (Skiathos, Peparethos, 
Ikoa, and the remaining north ὃ 
Lemnos, 


Mare Gabba rear a9 balance im the 


τοῦ w. ἐξ evp cp ἐξ τὰ Ἰέμτεα é τὴν 
ἐσβολήν c. 118 supra. 
συνάγεται : in aa passive con- 


4. Σκιάθου: Skiathos appears 
quent. in the story cf the ava’ opera- 
tions co. 179, 152, 153, 5. 7, 92}, bat 
was not intrinsically a: im t island. 
It was afterwards y acladed ἐπι: Pepe- 


rethos and [κυ in the Θρέειοι φόροι on 

the Ατῶς lista, and paid one thousand 
drachmai tribute. population was 
said to be ‘P from race, 


ἹΜαγνησί sc. ΩΤ teen being 
co-ordinate wit Le. the land 
of the Mayryres iad c. 132), which has 
a geographical record out of al pro- 
portion to its appsreat historical im- 
portance. It comprised the mountain 


6 ἐστί, Stem!: 


of Owsa and Peliom (ep. c 19 
ey aaa Hit. marks it with the 
rare of rg aa ΠΝ 183, 188) 

elidoia κε. 188), lpmoi (i Cape Sepia 
(cc. 183, 188), and evem reckons Pageai 


ry 
8 
ὃ 
᾿ 


ted long before 430 ee 
exis ng before Bc, 
here writes in the and 


the 
Thrakian sea), though a site about half 
a mile from the modern | and 


throagh Trachis” Hdt. is . and 
perbaps rightly, taken lb ger 
mopy.ai; ba: would not 
we.l or better suit that pass, 
which ied from the Trachinia into Doris, 
a pass by which at least one column of 
the Persians afterwards marched (cp δ. 
31 iafra), and by which 


have circumvent 


Jo) 
be 


drachmai tribute. — 


᾿Αρτεμίσιον" ἐκ τοῦ πελάγεος 
ἄγεται ἐς στεινὸν ἐόντα τὸν 


Σκιάθου καὶ ἠπείρου Μαγνησίης" 


ς Εὐβοίης ἤδη τὸ ne ee te ee 
Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος ἐς τὴν “Ἑλλάδα ἐστὶ τῇ 


ἱρόν. ἡ δὲ αὖ διὰ 
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τοῦ Θρηικίου ἐξ 
πόρον τὸν μεταξὺ νήσου τε 


ἐκ δὲ τοῦ στεινοῦ τῆς 


3 στεινὸν πόρον τὸν μεταβύ τε ἐόντα B, Holder: στεινὸν πόρον τὸν 


ἀντί Βιροῖηδ preli errore ἢ τῇ BPs: ἡ 
The construction is pendent, and more 
than ἢ idioms. The 
is due to Stein. 
of Artemision 


clearly cat off from the middle po 

(or A proper) by a line of islands 

extend from the Artemisian straits 
ἜΣ, 


Halonnesos, Ὕπτροντς Imbros). 


εὐρέος corresponds with στεινὸν 
ἐόντα, which is a predicate. With ἐκ 
τοῦ π. ἐξ edp. cp. és ra Téuwea ds τὴν 
ser θα δ, 173 supra. 
συνάγεται : in neuter passive con- 
struction : contrahitur 
3. τὸν v: here lainly of the 
actual water-way, and that considered, 
not rhage: but lengthways ; ep. 6. 36. 
: Bkiathos appears ; 
eae in the story of the naval opera- 
Sons (ce. 179, 182, 183, 8. 7, 92), but 
was not intrinsically an im tant island. 
It was afterwards inclu 
rethos and Ikos) in the Θράκιος φόρος on 
the Attic lists, and =p one thousand 
7 eon was 
said to he Pelasgian’ from Thrace, 
like that of Skyros (while Peparethos 
εν: Ikos were said to have been occupied 
αν from Knossos), ps -Skymnos, 
579 
80. x pret 
co-ordinate Le par ate ἢ 
of the Μάγνητες. we ὃ. ΕΓ which has: 
a geographical record δὲ of all: pro- 
portion to its apparent historical im- 
portance, It fe pa the mountain: 


= 


5 ἐκδέκεται 2, van H. 


(with Pepa-— 


6 ἐστί, Stein! 


Maltbnis ae) i ee 
ans = Fees m 
Ba age eg 
this is the first mention of 
island 


with 
ou 


(ἔνεστι) a Hieron ὁ Artemis.” 

must account for the 
local use of the name, and no doubt 
existed long before 430 B,c., nsec r 
here writes in the present, and the 
fullest oe aie pprapec: ὦ Them. 8) 


promontory (NE.) of the island (ἃ 
welcome beacon to mariners on the 
Thrakian sea), thou 

a mile from the m 

therefore far to the west of the 

has been preferred by the are 

oe rk *(Lolling, Ath, M. viii. it, 


200 ff. 
6. ἢ δὲ αὖ διὰ Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος - δὲ 
αὖ seems in reply to τοῦτο μέν 
but carries a long way. By ‘the pass 
through Trachis' Hat. is qomnibe and 
perhaps rightly, taken to mean Ther- 
mopylai; but would not the term as 
well or better suit that other 
which led from the Trachinia into 
a pass by which at least one column of 
ἊΝ Persians ee cp. 8, 
infra), an w ey might 
fgets ame ς the Greeks at Ther- 
mopylai, sooner or later, had ΣῊΝ 


a μοὶ 





ok 


στεινοτάτη ἡμίπλεθρον. 
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ov μέντοι κατὰ τοῦτό ye ἐστὶ τὸ 


στεινότατον τῆς χώρης τῆς ἄλλης, ἀλλ᾽ ἔμπροσθέ τε Θερμο- 


7 στεινοτάτη, Stein! || τὸ del. Krueger, van H. 


8 ἄλλης : παραλίης 


van H.: Μηλίΐίδος ? Stein! 2, ‘ni potius transponendum ἀλλὰ τῆς χώρης τῆς 


ἄλλης ἐμπροσθέ re’ Stein! 


Anopaia path been successfully defended! 
Just as Hdt. misapplies the term τὴν 
ἐσβολὴν τὴν ᾿Ολυμπικήν to Tempe (c. 
172 supra), so he may misapply here 
the term ἡ διὰ Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος to Ther- 


ΒΟΥ δ᾽ 
enx(s is a city (op. ο. 199 ἐη7γα) 
but might in this phrase as= 
Τρηχινίη (cp. ib.), itself a part of Mrs 
(c. presi a 17, és Μίλητον 1. 15. 
τῇ στεινοτά hin ed 
i.e. the twelfth part of ae e, or about 
50 ft. To say that ‘where the 
is narrowest it is but 50 ft. wide, ey 
that there are two other spots in the 
neighbourhood (τῆς χώρης τῆς ἄλλη) 
where it is still narrower’ is to commit 
a contradictio in adjecto. This contra- 
diction arises when the term ἡ διὰ Tp»- 
xweos ἔσοδος is erroneously taken to 
signify the pass of Thermopylai (τὴν ἐν 
Θερμοπύλῃσι ἐσβολήν) ; and Hdt. himself 
a guilty of this error in common 
with all his commentators hitherto. 
Certainly his description is confused and 
obscure. But it is just possible that 
he intends to say what he probably 
ought to have said: ‘the pess via 
Trachis is in its narrowest part less 
than 50 ft. wide, but the pass via Ther- 
mopylai is even narrower: for there 
are two spots on the latter road barely 
6 ft. wide’: τῆς ἄλλης below and αὖ 
above support this charitable criticism, 
which would be destroyed by the con- 
jectural emendations of the text; cp. 
App. Crit. (Grundy, p. 261, makes the 
Asopos-chasm ‘‘ only twelve feet wide” 
at one PS) 
7. οὗ μέντοι κατὰ τοῦτό ye ἐστὶ τὸ 
στεινότατον τῆς χώρης τι ns. We 
may, then, fairly take these words to 
mean, ‘it is not the pass διὰ Τρηχῖνος 
which is the narrowest pass in the 
immediate neighbourhood.’ See the two 
previous notes, 

8. ἔμ τε καὶ 
ὄπισθε: 1.6. to the west and to the east 
of Thermopylai there is a road which 
in those two places, at the river Phoinix, 
near Anthela, and at Alpenoi, is only 
wide enough for a single wagon. 


Hdt. indeed by ἔμπροσθε means ‘north’ 
and by ὄπισθε means ‘south,’ for the 
next sentence shows that he was in error 
. the tane of 90° in his orientation of 

e 

The immense change in the contour 
of the coast has destroyed the applic- 
ability of Hdt.’s description to the pass 
of Thermopylai as it presents itself to 
the eyes of the modern traveller (e.g. 
ipsius met, 9th April 1899); but the 
inner wall of the pass, so to speak, the 
ὅρος ἄβατόν re καὶ ἀπόκρημνον, ὑψηλόν 
has altered but little in two thousand 
years ; it is the sea which has fled, vastly 
extending the revdyea and alluvial de- 
posit, allowing the lowland to advance, 
ae = courses of the rivers, and 

gely destroying the picturesqueness 
of the scene. w Yet, thanks mainly to 
the inner frame of rock, it is possible 
to think away the accretions and altera- 
tions and to restore the physiographical 
conditions as they were in 480 B.c., and 
now more easily than ever before, thanks 
to the map based upon the accurate 
survey of Br. G. B. Grundy. See his 
Great Persian War. 

The description of Hdt., though in- 
correctly ‘ oriented,’ reproduces the main 
structure and features of the scene, as 
it was in his time. The of Ther- 
mopylai then lay between a precipitous 
mountain and the land-locked sea—such 
was its peculiarity, like the Klimax in 
Pisidia (cp. Arrian, Anad. 1. 26, Strabo 
666), but, unlike the Klimax, it was at 
no time rendered actually impassable 
by tide-water. The pass consisted, 
further, of three parts or seetions: the 
western gate, the eastern gate, both 
extremely narrow, and a wider amphi- 
theatre, or rather two half-am phitheatres, 
lying between them. The western gate 
is formed by the projection of a moun- 
tain ridge, or spur, which descends with 
an acceasible slope towards the sea, its 
extreme point being abruptly cat off 
(perhaps in part by human agency) 80 
as to forma sheer but not lofty cliff, 
below which curved the road, ἁμαξιγὸς 
μούνη, for some consilerable distance. 


(«- 
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πυλέων καὶ ὄπισθε, κατά τε ᾿Αλπηνοὺς ὄπισθε ἐόντας ἐοῦσα 


10 ἁμαξιτὸς μούνη, καὶ ἔμπροσθε κατὰ Φοίνικα ποταμὸν ἀγχοῦ | 
᾿Ανθήλης πόλιος ἄλλη ἁμαξιτὸς μούνη. τῶν δὲ Θερμοπυλέων — 


“a crown the ns of a 
passage, though 2 words of Hat” Sher 
the t. ra 
suggest a site for Anthela outside the 
ΩΣ or the Bye proper. The 
flows just beyond 
= gate, now Sow ie the Spercheios, at 
time formerly into the of ti 
(Strabo 428). Beyond, or west of 
river, the plain extends, 
on the left by a great circle ΓΛ ἢ 
and hills and mountains (as not badly 
described c. 198 This western 
gate, however, is i to defend, as the 
projecting spur of mountain forming it 
might easily be attacked and crossed 
from the va or Trachinian side. 

At the other or extreme eastern end, 
distant about four E. miles or more by 
road, the cliffs and mountain wall again 
sweep forward and decline to the sea, 
and form another ‘gate,’ a little in 
front of the probable site of Alpenoi, as 
narrow of δόμῳ as the western (ἀμαξιτὸς 

woira), per haps even narrower, and 

sprees ly in itself more defensible, being 

ked rather than fronted by the hill, 
and “re be turned by a force that 
should have made its way right round 
behind the ὅρος ἄβατόν τε καὶ ἀπόκρημνον 
on the left, inland. A path, however, 
ascends in front (W.) of this gate, and 
strikes across the projecting ridges or 
spurs of the mountain to join on 
Anopaia route, to and from Alpenoi 
and this ascent (which might enable a 
force attacking the Eastern Gate in front 
to turn the position) must be reckoned 
with in any reconstruction of the story 
of Thermopylai. 

Between the Western and Eastern 
Gates lies, and lay (to a less extent), a 
double esphittnetre, between the moun- 
tain and the sea, roughly comparable to 
a double U (WW). It is here, along the 
chord of these two rough 3 
there is most room for doubt in regard 
to the ancient line of coast. Dr. 

. B. Grundy contracts the 1¢ interval 
between sea and mountain-spurs about 


half way between the Eastern : and ‘the 
Western Gate, and recreates for 480 no. ; 


beyond the east gate 
idvras 


arcs, that: 


made to wash the very 
hills. This is a feature of 
roma pig is taken in Hdt.'s 


te he 
but ‘the Middle Gate, rae 
does not well describe ; it i 


eee, nee 
or 

but th bout half 

tna” fs se esol 
called ἡ lL 6 


Cp. 


ovis 


τῶν εἰς Πύλαε x a κύρια), and 

inscription ΡΝ i), Dittenberper, 
sun. i! 185, entity with “Alwe 
(see Hirschfeld = Paul | Wissowa, ον i. 
1599) is more questionable. It Nere in 
Lokris Epiknemidia (8 B.), and 
probably just east of the ‘ 
or on the hills about. Cp. Gra 
Great Persian War, ν Β. 291," ἘΣ τε 

(against 
ἐοῦσα is not very elegant: 

ep. c. 104. 11 supra {ἐόντα ἐοῦσα would 


have been worse: henee the plural 
Op. App. Crit. ᾿ 


10. νικα ποταμόν: a tribu οἵ 
the Asopos ? Strabo 428. Cp, poe 


has been 


inygra, as also for ᾿Ανθήλ 


11, τῶν δὲ 


generally taken to embrace the whole 





ι" “τὸ μὲν πρὸς ἑσπέρης ὄρος ἄβατόν 
Ν ὑψηλόν, ἀνατεῖνον ἐς τὴν Οἴτην. τὸ 
ies 


θάλασσα ὑποδέκεται καὶ τενάγεα. 


Ve 
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τε καὶ ἀπόκρημνον, 
δὲ πρὸς τὴν ἠῶ τῆς 
ἔστι δὲ ἐν τῇ ἐσόδῳ 


ταύτῃ θερμὰ λουτρά, τὰ Χύτρους καλέουσι οἱ ἐπιχώριοι, καὶ 


βωμὸς ἴδρυται Ἡρακλέος ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖσι. 


12 τὸ μὲν om. B || ἑσπέρην B 
van H. || ἕω B 


passage, with its two or even three 
‘gates’; and so, no doubt, the word 
frequently may do. But here, to clear 
up many difficulties, let us take it in 
a stricter and narrower sense, as the 
middle passage, laying stress, as it were, 
on the Θερμά rather than on the Πυλαί. 
It would, perhaps, be pressing the words 
of Strabo 428 unduly to see in them a 
recognition of the tripartite character of 
the pass: rip μὲν οὖν πάροδον Πύλας 
καλοῦσι καὶ Στενὰ καὶ Θερμοπύλας. Strabo 
seems to mean that the three names are 
interchangeable: but what if they 
roperly designated the Western, Eastern 
cp. c. 216 infra), and Middle Gates? 

18. ἀνατεῖνον ἐξ τὴν Οἴτην. This 
statement is hardly quite correct, but 
not inconsistent with ο. 217 infra, where 
the ὄρεα τὰ Olralwy are separated from 
τὰ Τρηχινίων, by the valley of the Asopos 
and by the Anopaia-path. But in a 
more general sense, perhaps, the moun- 
tain above Thermopylai (Kallidromos) 
might be regarded as belonging to the 
Oitaian group. So Strabo 427 rds 
Oita as extending from the Ambrakias 
Gulf to the Malian (Thermopylai) and 
cutting the range of Pindos-Parnassos at 
right angles, the name ‘Oita’ belongi 
particularly to the eastern portion o 
this (rather schematic) range. Strabo's 
ausertion that the highest point is 
immediately above Thermopylai is in- 
correct. 

14. ἐν τῇ ἐσόδῳ ταύτῃ : if ταύτῃ is 
taken as agreeing with τῇ ἐσόδῳ, then 
αὔτη ἡ ἔσοδος may be taken to signify 
‘Thermopylai pass,’ ἡ ἐν Θερμοπύλῃσι 
ἐσβολή, in the narrowest sense, the so- 
called ‘Middle Gate.’ But if ἡ ἔσοδος 
means (as more probably) the whole 
passage, from east to west, or vice versa, 
then ταύτῃ may be taken as locative 
adverb, ‘here,’ that is at Thermopylai 
proper, or hard by ‘the Middle Gate.’ 

15. θρμὰ Aovrpd, ‘hot baths’ or 
bathing water: not necessarily springs. 
So θερμὰ λοετρά Il. 14. 6, θερμὰ λουτρά 


ἐδέδμητο δὲ τεῖχος 


18 ὑψηλόν del. Valckenaer, Holder, 


15 Xvrpas Eustath. Dion. 437 


Aischy]. Chotph. 670, Aristoph. Clouds 
1045, of the ordinary domestic tub, and 
πετραῖα θερμὰ λουτρά Sophokles, T'rachin. 
633, of the actual waters here in question. 
They were, and are, undoubtedly in this 
case natural hot springs, emerging from 
the rock under the foot of Kallidromos, at 
an easily identified spot, now fitted with 
rude spp ences for bathing, and possibly 
used therapeutically in Hdt.’sday. The 
term λουτρά might, however, apply to 
the way in which the springs wash over 
the surface of the ground, lea heavy 
deposits of sulphur etc. behind them. 
The water is very hot (“over 120° F.” 
Baedeker), is bluish in colour, and leaves 


a white ye βούδα 
τὰ ΣΧ ύτρονς καλέουσι of ἐπιχώριοι: 
χυτρὶς (ἡ) is a vase, ὅ. 88, or earthenware 
vessel, diminutive of χύτρα: it is obeerv- 
able that Hdt. uses the Attic forms there 
and here. The name seems to suggest 
bathing arrangements, earthenware baths; 
a Paus. 4. 35. 6 γλαυκότατον μὲν οἶδα 
wp θεασάμενος τὸ ἐν Θερμοπυλαῖς, οὔτι 
που πᾶν, ἀλλ᾽’ ὅσον κάτεισιν ἐξ τὴν 
κολυμβήθραν ἥντινα ὀνομάζουσιν οἱ ἐπι- 
χώριοι Χύτρους γυναικείου. Pausanias 
declares that he saw ; Hdt. only reports 
the local name; and the formula here 
by no means justifies an inference to a 
personal visit or autopsy. 
16. βωμὸς... ‘ tr’ a 
80. Tots λουτροῖς. e cult of Herakles 
was especially prominent in the Oitaian 
region, and the hero himself was especially 
associated with hot water (always in it! 
Aristoph. Οἵ. 1051 ποῦ ψυχρὰ δῆτα πώποτ᾽ 
εἶδες Ἡράκλεια λουτρά;), the Schol. on 
which passage records that Ibykos re- 
presented Hephaistos as having produced 
λουτρὰ θερμῶν ὑδάτων, others Athene, 
and quotes Peisandros: τῷ δ᾽ ἐν Θερμο- 
πύλῃσι θεὰ γλαυκῶπις ᾿Αθήνη ποίει θερμὰ 
λοετρὰ παρὰ pin, θαλάσσης. So too 
Hesychios and Photios, sub vv. Ἡράκλεια 
λουτρά, both also recording a third 
variant, that the nymphs ha roduced 
them for Herakles in Sicily, and Photios 
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κατὰ ταύτας τὰς ἐσβολάς, καὶ τό ye παλαιὸν πύλαι ἐπῆσαν. ἡ i 
ἔδειμαν δὲ Φωκέες τὸ γῆν Salnonted ἐπεὶ Θεσσαλοὶ ἦλθον — 
de) Θισπρωτῶν οἰκήσαντεε γὴν τὴν Ales τὴν τσ 


17 καὶ τό γε παλαιὸν β5: καὶ τό γε τὺ παλαιὸν α: κὸ χοάς “ΩΣ 


Bustath. : rohe τὸ wedasdo- Koon 


a fourth, thas the hero had produced | ene 
himself, 


: ; literary monument we hav | f 
fhe association of Herakles with this 


region is the Trachiniai of Sophokles ; 
the foundation of Herakleia by Sparta 
im 426 n.c. (Thuc. 8, 92, 1) is a signi- 
ficant witness of another order. 
ἐδέδμητο δὲ ος κατὰ ταύτας 
Sis ὥδλδες. one of the most genuine 
pluperiect, κα sre org ιν in Hdt., for it 
ia related nm the date of writing but 
to the sole δ τῶν in oy narrative, at 
lg Bas indeed, the wall was in 
uired ‘rebuilding ; ep. 1. 25 
infra, ere is no call to insist on 
a ira. Bat force for ἔδειμαν. 

17. κατὰ ταύτας τὰς ἐσβολάς would 
be almost unmeaning, or too vague at 
least, if it referred generally to the whole 

-way,some five miles long; the words, 
though in the plural (by a sort of attrac- 
tion to era ag refer specifically 
to this part of near the Hot- 
springs, os the ὍΣ or Baths, hae 

* Thermo τι or ‘the 
Middle yore ais κρλυ κὰν 


τό γε 
hence chien vacite ean name of The my 
(to Sistingehchs this spot os the 3 
or western entrance ‘). 


adverbial, =wdAa, pi Beating from (oe 


writer's point of view, bat in relation 
to Ol. 75, 480 Bo, 

18. ἔδειμαν, δὲ Φωκέες κτλ. _ ‘That 
*Phokians,’ not ‘ okrians,' bui 
wall is noticeable; it was, ] 


speaking, — 
built at a time when the Phokians 18 exer- 


element in 8, Epeiros ἃ 


in Lokris. If the P okian ns 
were its builders, it must have been 


19 οἰκή- 


Ne ἐπείτε van H. 


‘Loktis’ into 


Oxolian), 
von 
ἜΣ 


wedge, splittin primitive 
cizrn and wetarn (0 


Gores 
The ‘Thessaloi' are absolutely 
to ‘Homer,’ or more completely 
than the ‘Dorians’ chemaciven 
Herakleid ‘Thessalos* ΤΌΣ ἐν 
Catalogue, B 679, as father of 
and Antiphos, the leaders of 
from Kos, Nisyros, Krapathos, 
Kalydnai, i.e. pets A “05... 

‘ Dorians.’) 


occupied 

from Epeiros (a term προ. 
in Xenoph. Hell. 8. 1. x Oe meeps 
Thessaly was therefore 
Trojan war; and ed rt ay τ, 
‘ Thessaliotis ᾿ (cp. 1. 57), with its ree 
Pharsslos (not mentioned by Hdt.), may 
prions rSee regarded as one of the chief 
κακοὶ ho geet oar The not 

πὶ w ey come was ere 
the restricted territory 
as πὰ days of dt. μὰ The. 
c infra 
extensive with Pethern Be Epdvon in hich 
region ‘Homer alread 
on the sea-coast, ad only neater hxprot 
Od. 14, 815, ete, As the Molossoi (an- 
named by Homer) are πο dominant 
the historic 
riod, we may infer that the Molossian 
vasion (from Illyria?) burst up the 


Thesprotians from the mountain to the 


sea, and that the Thesproto-Thessalians 
under this pressure went across — 
into historic Thessaliotis cork 


(To speak of Homeric " 
of course none knows mr that ᾿ 


not a Homeric term; ¢ 


_ example, Buchholz, A 
ilt this wv i 88, etc., is rather tmisl 


cised a hegemony, or ocean over pee Αἰολίδα νῦν δὲ 


the Epiknemidian Lokrians at “Teast. 
Strabo 424-5 describes Δαφνοῦς ἃ asa 
Phokian inset, reaching to 


‘Epiknemidian’ and ‘Opuntian’: : Phokis 
as a whole may be regarded asa larger 


the te 
and dividing the eastern’ Lokrians i into δ. 123). 


Θετταλίαν 
 Aijolos' is at home at Alos in * Achaia, 


a" 197 infra ; in Hdt.'s own time ‘ Aiolis’ 
was a definite region in Asia (ο᾽ 


1. 149, 
‘ Aiolian’ and ‘ Achaian* may 
be different forms of the same name, 
‘Bury, Hist. ὅν. i, 42 n. 
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ta 


ἐκτέαται. ἅτε δὴ πειρωμένων τῶν Θεσσαλῶν κατ. αστρέφεσθαι 20 ee as 


σφέας, τοῦτο προεφυλάξαντο οἱ Φωκέες, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ τὸ 
θερμὸν τότε ἐπῆκαν ἐπὶ τὴν ἔσοδον, ὡς ἂν χαραδρωθείη ὁ 
χῶρος, πᾶν μηχανώμενοι ὅκως μή σφι ἐσβάλοιεν οἱ Θεσσαλοὶ 
ἐπὶ τὴν χώρην. τὸ μέν νυν τεῖχος τὸ ἀρχαῖον ἐκ παλαιοῦ 
τε ἐδέδμητο καὶ τὸ πλέον αὐτοῦ ἤδη ὑπὸ χρόνου ἔκειτο" τοῖσι 2 


δὲ «Ἕλλησι» αὗτις ὀρθώσασι ἔδοξε ταύτῃ ἀπαμύνειν ἀπὸ 


> Ἑλλάδος τὸν βάρβαρον. 


21 τοῦτο om. β 
Stein! : 


36 «Ἕλλησι». Stein? || ταῦτα a 


23 μηχανώμενοι a, Stein?: 


μηχανεώμενοι Bs || ἐμβάλοιεν B || of om. B 
Holder, van H. || τὸ post “Τεῖχος om. B 


κώμη δὲ ἐστὶ ἀγχοτάτω τῆς 


μηχανεόμενοι P, 
44 ἐπὶ: ἐς B, 


25 πλέον BPs: παλαιὸν α 
47 ἀγχοτάτω BS): ἀγχοτάτωι A: 


ἀγχοτάτη R: ἀγχοτα cum τ lit. ult. superscripto Υ͂ 


20. πειρωμένων τῶν Θεσσαλῶν xara- 
στρέφεσθαι σφέας: one maint be compres 
ΠΣ pee that the wall had “Lalogea ἢ 
uilt (by the Lokrian ‘ 
to eo bar th the invasions of ‘ Boiotians oa 
‘Phokians’ (expelled by ‘Thessalians ’) 
from the north. However that might 
be, = secular mee of ‘Thesealians, 
properly so called, an Phokians (cp, & (cp. 8. 
27-30) ma confirm the view that this 
wall had last been used as a bar to 
Thessalian inroads. Whether these 
aimed at the actual conquest of Phokis 
or not is another question. 

21. of Φωκέες : the ethnology and 
origin of the ‘Phokians’ is open to 
discussion. Thucydides believes, per- 
haps _rightl tly, that the ‘Boiotoi’ of 
his day had been driven out of Arne 
(=Kierion, of Thessaly) 9 Thes- 
salians, 1. 12. 8; but he nothing 
to tell us of the local antecedents of the 
lleceaiee (any more than Hdt.) except 

apparentl that the land ‘now ge 
Phokis’ had once been The Hon 
‘Thrakians,’ 2. 29. 38. ae 
Catalogue places the Φωκῆες in their 
historic habitat, B 517-26, and their 
best man before Troy was Schedios, son 
of Iphitos, from Panopeus, J2. 17. 306 ; 
the eponyms (1) Phokos, son of Ornytion, 
son of Sisyphos, and (2) Phokos, son of 
Aiakos (son of freer only meet us in 
Pausanias 10. 1. 1 (cp. 2. 4. 8, 2. 29. 
2f., 9.17. 4), ad the supposed connexion 
with Korinth and Aigina rests, perhaps, 
upon a mere verbal confusion (φῶκος = 
φώκαινα, ἃ porpoise; cp. φώκη, also 
Δελφοί and δελφίε). Ἢ seems most 
natural to bring the historic ‘ Phokians’ 
from the north, and to date their enmity 


with the ‘Thessalians’ even back to the 
days when these came from ‘Thesprotia’ 
into ¢ Aiolis’: the invasions of Boiotians 
and Phokians then account for the dis- 
ruption of eastern and western Lokrians. 
τὸ Sep . . ἐπὶ τὴν ἔσοδον: Hat. 
here perhaps ascribes to human agency 
what was a purely natural epider 
the overflow of water and deposit of 
lar mineral alluvium over the 
whole area between the ‘west’ and 
‘middle’ gates. The date (τότε) is 
sufficiently vague, but at any rate it is 
out of the memory of living man in 
Hdt.’s time. Strabo 428 extends the 
observation to the whole district : ποιεῖ 
δὲ δυσείσβολα τὰ χωρία ταῦτα ἢ τε τραχύ- 
rys καὶ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν ὑδάτων φάραγγας 
ποιούντων, δε διέξεισι. 
25. ὑπὸ : owing to, under the 
influence of, y reason of, time, ie. length 
of time; cp. Index s.v. ὑπό. ero: 
had fallen own ; lay in ruins. 
τοῖσι δέ without the emendation 
would refer back to o. 175—a rather 
remarkable carry. They resolved to 
restore the wall (aéris the 
resolution is prior to the restoration), 
and in this place (ταύτῃ, predicative) to 
make their first attempt to repulse the 
attack on Hellas. | 0. 175 μὴ παριέναι 
és τὴν Ἑλλάδα τὸ .) Thisisa 
κοινὸν δόγμα τῶν compdxur (Bo§e) ; cp. 
ma to ps hg ee 
κώμη πηνοὶ ng ee 
ie ir after the mention of A τὰ 
arg ἐπε and (1) this note, (2) th 
δέ, (8) the wild confusion of the 
description of Thermopylai, 
pr the subsequent descriptions of the 
same places in the course of the narra- 


lata fa 4 i’ 


gs a 
word “1h 


eat! (\ ot 
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ὁδοῦ ᾿Αλπηνοὶ οὔνομα" ἐκ ταύτης δὲ ἐπισιτιεῖσθαι ἐλογίξοντο 


οἱ “Ἕλληνες. 


Οἱ μέν νυν χῶροι οὗτοι τοῖσι “ἕλλησι εἶναι ἐφαίνοντο 
ἐπιτήδεοι * ἅπαντα γὰρ προσκεψάμενοι καὶ ἐπιλογισθέντες ὅτε 
οὔτε πλήθεϊ ἕξουσι χρᾶσθαι οἱ βάρβαροι οὔτε ἵππῳ, 
σφι ἔδοξε δέκεσθαι τὸν ἐπιόντα ἐπὶ τὴν Ελλάδα. és Ba 
ς ἐπύθοντο τὸν Πέρσην ἐόντα ἐν Πιερίῃ, διαλυθέντες ἐκ τοῦ 
Ἰσθμοῦ ἐστρατεύοντο αὐτῶν of μὲν ἐς Θερμοπύλας πεζῇ, 
ἄλλοι δὲ κατὰ θάλασσαν ἐπ᾽ ᾿Ἀρτεμίσιον. 

Οἱ μὲν δὴ “EdAnves κατὰ τάχος ἐβοήθεον διαταχθέντες, 


28 ἐσόδου coni. Stein? prob, van H. 
6 ᾿Ισϑμοῦ : στρατοῦ § || πεζοὶ B 
178. 1 bi<x>a ταχθέντες Naber 


πάντα aP, Stein? 
és B 


tive, suggest the hypothesis that the 
fei portion of this ¢ chapter is a later 
n (probably in the second draft), 

perhaps after Hat. had been 

Si tome tain abt ; ep. Introd. καὶ 9. 
28, ἐκ ταύτης ᾿ἐπισιτιεῖσθαι ἐλογί- 
ἴοντο οἱ "“Εΐλληνες : a welcome though 
pore incidental indication that the 
reek warfare was conducted on rational 
princip ples, and took account of the 
Realien,* ores followed up by one 

neon aborate, 


pany mental one, It would, 

ve a stronger sense here, and 
avoid a fe antithests between προ- and 
ém-, to = the ae ae concrete 
sense; after inspec » 3 ng ee, 
‘after full inspection, a and sare 


Sage re Kn, 154, is of actual sigh 
i gags Thue. 1, 116; πρόσκοποτ 
en. 12, 6, 5. 2. 6. 
The ων θα afforded of the 
able, The enemy’s vast numbers and 
his cavalry are what they have mainly — 
in view ; but what of the fleet? Hat.'s 


rationale relapses on to the isolated 


rege of Thermo vial. 


(aly) ep. Index a Ἢ . ἔχω. 
an anacoluthon. 


This ie the third tima ‘Hadt. has made 


δε statement ; cp. ce. 175, 178. Per- 


careful and — 
scientific strategy of the Grecks is accept- 


be able to use 


177. 1 μὲν οὖν B 


2 
7 ἐπ᾿: 


though they had, according to ο. 174 

occupied Tempe before Xerxes pints 

the Hellespont, wait until 

hear that he is in Pieria (c. 13 

supra) before occu 

Artemision, or ra 

ως γον the Istimos, for «τὰ 
effecting t occu 

much the more "ruption his 

of the two. Hdt. writes as though the 

forces, both terrene and maritime, had 

been assembled at the Isthinos awaiting 

a decision: that is not likely. What 

broke up at the reaper pr bh 

Council; the plan of defence was 

decided, after hot αν (ep. 6. Δ 175); 

the Probouloi returned home, 

ably ; i -_ of soe ὌΝ be in oe 

man contingen hegem 

the field and τὰ the water pave fo 


Sparta. | 

178. 1. of δὴ “EAA δια- 
ταχθέντες : in the original raft this sen- 
tence was perha immediately followed 
by ὃ δὲ onunaie Ἰχῆθον ΤῊΣ κτλ., 
σ᾽ 179—a better antithesis. There are 
other signs that this chapter belonee te 
Hat.’s retractation ; see below. 

The Hellenes had no time to lose if 
_ Xerxes was now in Pieria, He had but 

ush his fleet forward and seize the 

Eub in channel while they were still 
baat τῇ Te στήσονται τὸν πύλεμον 
καὶ ἐν οἴοισι (c. 175). But, 
fortunately for the Greeks, Xerxes was 

no Kyros, to come upon them αὐτὸς 
ἄγγελος (1. 79), no Caesar (hoc τέρας), to 


] originally it occurred. only here 4 πο the Rubicon horribili 


τι ἄπ ὁ, 178. 
4, ὡς 


δὲ ἐπύθοντο. . ἐν Πιερίῃ 


diligentia (ad Att. 8. 9. 4). 
"Fortunately στον them he was wedded to 
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ἑωυτῶν καὶ τῆς Ἑλλάδος καταρρωδηκότες, καί σφι ἐχρήσθη 
ἀνέμοισι εὔχεσθαι" μεγάλους γὰρ τούτους ἔσεσθαι τῇ Ἑλλάδι 


συμμάχους. 


Ἑλλήνων τοῖσε βουλομένοισι εἶναι ἐλευθέροισι ἐξήγγειλαν 
τὰ χρησθέντα αὐτοῖσι, καί σφι δεινῶς καταρρωδέουσι τὸν 


βάρβαρον 


ἐξαγγείλαντες χάριν ἀθάνατον κατέθεντο. 
μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα οἱ Δελφοὶ τοῖσι ἀνέμοισι βωμόν τε ἀπέδεξαν το 


2 ὑπέρ τεῖ Stein! 
χους β 


a plan of campaign which bound his 
army and navy to advance pari passu, 
and they knew it. 

The διάταξις in this case may refer 
primarily to the separate organization 
rs land- ae sea-foroes on the Greek side. 

p. App. Crit. 

2. Διλφοὶ δέ: an earlier, perhaps a 
rival form of this story may be found in 
the Athenian story, c. 189 infra. The 
fable here is obviously from a ee 
source, and δοῦσα τι obtained by dt 
an Ort und Stelle, that is in Delphi, or 
in ‘Thyia’; see below ; it is part of the 
yee of Delphi, cp. Appendix III. 


Their voluntary consultation of the 
god, ‘on behalf of Hellas and them- 
selves,’ was much to the credit of the 
‘ Delphians’; their craven fear (xatrappe- 
δηκότεθ) was fully shared by all the 
Hellenes ‘who had a mind to be free’ 
oe Ka τι), at πώ so the 

phians appear to have said. 

8. ἐχρήσθη, Clemens Alex. Strom. 
6. 753 professes to give the exact words 
of the response: ὦ Δελφοί, λίσσεσθ'᾽ 
ἀνέμοις καὶ λώιον fora. The winds 
would not do the army much harm; 
the oracle concerns the fleet. In itself 
there is nothing very improbable in such 
a behest, though it is not ἃ very valiant 
or creditable one. But in view of the 
evidences regarding the attitude and 
position of Delphi before and during the 
war, and in view of the event, it seems 
more probable that we have here too an 
instance of the vaticinium post eventum. 
Hdt. is sceptical about the powers of 


the Magi to lay the wind, c. 19] infra; 

but he has apparently no misgivings as 

to the ability of the Greeks to raise it. 
5. t: not a mere chronological 


4 μεγάλους : μεγίστους B 
9 versum hexam. indicavi 


δ ξυμμά- 
10 ταῦτα del. van H. 


point, nor merely of sensible audition, 
or mental intelligence, but somethin 
stronger, more exalted, ‘accepted wi 
joy, thankfulness, gratitude, ‘hailed’ ; 
cp. 9. 91. 

9. ἐξαγγείλαντεξς . . κατέθεντο is an 
hexameter, and s ts that this ser- 
vice of the Delphians had been recorded 
in poem, or epigram, before Hdt. came 
by it. The testimonial was composed, 
or at least erected, by the Delphians, in 
their own honour: one way of writing 
history! Hat. is guileless in the matter. 
The incompleteness of the construction 
is perhaps further evidence that this 
verse is a quotation, the full construo- 
tion being κατατίθεσθαι χάριν παρά τινι 
(though it must be admitted that the 
phrase is frequently used without such 
clear direction ; cp. 6. 41 supra, Thue. 
1. 38. 1, etc.). 

10. μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα: there are four 
epocha in this legend as told by Hat. 
(1.) ἐν τούτῳ τῷ χρόνῳ, i.e. while the 
Hellenes were getting them to Thermo- 
pylai and Artemision, the consultation 
and the response. (ii.) πρῶτα μόν, the 
date of the voluntary communication 
made by the Delphians to the Hellenes 
(either already at or en route for 
Artemision), and the immortal obliga- 
tion. (iii.) werd δὲ ταῦτα, the date of 
the erection of the Altar of the Winds 
at Thyia, and the institution of the 
Cult; but how long after? Before 
the storm! or after the war! Alas, a 
sad lack of precision! (iv.) ἔτι καὶ νῦν 
(in next c.), the telltale index of the 
date of composition, and in any case 
involving a long interval. 

That the Cult of the Winds at Thyi 
dated from, or after, the Persian invasion 
is plainly asserted in this passage ; but 


Δελφοὶ δὲ δεξάμενοι τὸ μαντήιον πρῶτα pevs “~~ 


( 
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BG, 90 ys τὴς Kirfornt: Orperpte: Goby ati ieee 


θυσΐῃσί σῴεας Stein! 


αφῳο»», ἀνέμους ἱλάσκονται. ὁ δὲ piri Heokew exparde ὁρμώμενος 
11 θυίηι B: θυίης APdz: θύης BC || 


κηφισσοῦ OPs || θύης B 13 


179. 1 μέν vw B, Holder, van H. 9 


<6> Ἐϊέρξεω ϑιοιγαξ Il ὁρμώμενος 8, Stein? : ὁρμεόμενος Stein’: ὁρμώ- 
pevoba: ὁρμεόμενοι P : ὁρμεώμενοι Cdz 


this new departure can hardly have 
been the first institution of Wind- 
worship, but was rather an oo © 
give Pan-hellenic significance, or at least 
phic sanction, to much more ancient 
practices. The sacrifice of the Magi to 
the Wind in c. 191 infra is connected 
renege with Ionian, or men ‘Aiolian” 


the Zephyr eet 5, ἜΝ 229 f.), while in the 
Odyssey, if they are treated with less 
res yet Aiolos, their Sane is a 
decidedly Og. an eee person (Od. 10. 
Olyzeplan ieccti a Cink tas igen ΟΣ 
11] on that the o 
he cule t is to be found: the winds, 
ἄνεμοι, ἄελλαι, or θύελλαι, are primitively 
connected with the dead, the departed 
‘spirits,’ the chthonian cults, Thus 
even in the Patrokleia Achilles invokes 
Boreas and Zephyros, καὶ ὑπίσχετο ἱερὰ 
καλά, πολλὰ δὲ καὶ σπένδων χρυσέῳ 
λιτάνευεν {Π. 23. 195 f.), and in the 
legend of Menelaos preserved by Hat. 
2. 119 the winds are propitiated by 
human sacrifice (ἔντομα " κυρίως τὰ τοῖς 
νεκροῖς ἐναγιζόμενα Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 
= by Wiedemann, Herodots Zweites 
uch, ad 1), and thou h the sacrifice 
of Iphigeneia is not Homeric, and is, 
in its earliest literary form, a homage 
not to the Winds, but to Artemis, yet 


the bs ark formula, Sanguine ne placastis 


ventos εἰ virgine caesa, ete., Aen, 2.116 ff, 


gen! y comes nearer to the primitive 
and cult. The intention of the 
Herodotean stories seems, at first sight, ) 
not to go much beyond ‘raising (ογ΄ 
quelling) a storm, and so, indirectly, 
causing 8 destruction of the enemy, or 
vice versa; but the terminology never- 
theless suggests a chthonian cult (c. 
192), and the notion that the Winds are 
summoned μὰ dissipate or carry to the 
underworld the ghosts of the combatants # 


Ὡς path tek 


is not to be wholly 
chthonian origin of the -cult Cas 
been detected and developed by three 
scholars: Stengel, wag 16 (1881 
$49 ff. ; Rohde, / 
Pel rio ὑιδι ΠΡΏΗΝ 
11, a 
in which was a sacred ee 


ey in the alate Me 
It seems that the cult of 


Thyia’ in Thyié is older than the 
erection of the altar to the Anemot in 
Thyié (see below); but the selection of 
the spot for the dedication seems to 
show a clear consciousness of the 
signification of the cult of the Thyiades, 
or Valkyries base sub υ. a 
Ouids is ek t not a or ). 


a vacant a Raerss 
ὧν τε ἄνδρ 


εἶναι Δελῴφόν. The connexion of Θυία 
with Dionysos is farther illustrated by 
the Eleian ϑυῖα, Pausan. 6. 26. 1, and 
even more inently by the Attic 
Thyiades, 10. 4. 3 al δὲ Θνιάδες 

μέν εἰσιν "Arrixal, φοιτῶσαι δὲ ἐξ τὸν 
Παρνασὸν παρὰ ἔτος αὐταὶ τε καὶ αἱ 


Bp, Δελφῶν ἄγουσιν ὄργια Διονύσῳ. 


Bakchos bb re 

perhaps most strictly to 
to ge while the word 
ἸΙλάσκονται below, like ἔντομα ποιεῦντεν & 


‘191 infra, belongs to the terminology of 


“heroic' cult ; 


Stengel, Hermes, xvi. 

(1881) 349 
119. 2. ὁρμώμενος ἐκ does not describe 
the actual start of the Persian fleet, but 
refers to the base from which they start. 
The actual movement of the fleet as a 


whole i is described c. 183 infra (ὁρμηθέντες 





TIOAYMNIA 267 


ἐκ Θέρμης πόλιος παρέβαλε νηυσὶ τῇσι ἄριστα πλεούσῃσι 
δέκα ἰθὺ Σκιάθου, ἔνθα ἦσαν προφυλάσσουσαι νέες τρεῖς 
“Ἑλληνίδες, Τροιζηνίη τε καὶ Aiywaln καὶ ᾿Αττική. 
ἰδόντες δὲ οὗτοι τὰς νέας τῶν βαρβάρων ἐς φυγὴν ὅρμησαν. 


178--180 


προ- ς 


τὴν μὲν δὴ Τροιζηνίην, τῆς ἦρχε Upnkivos, αὐτίκα αἱρέουσι 180 4 


ἐπισπόμενοι οἱ βάρβαροι, καὶ ἔπειτα τῶν ἐπιβατέων αὐτῆς τὸν 
καλλιστεύοντα ἀγαγόντες ἐπὶ τῆς πρῴρης τῆς νεὸς ἔσφαξαν, 
διαδέξιον ποιεύμενοι τὸν εἷλον τῶν Ἑλλήνων πρῶτον καὶ 





3 παρέλαβεα 
ἧς a 


Holder: τὴν πρῴρην van H. || νεὼς B: νηὸς Pads 


δ Tpo{nvin et infra Tpo{nvinv? van H. 
3 ἄγοντες B || τῆς πρώρης Stein: τῆς πρόρης B: τὴν τρώρην Β, 
α 


180.1 


4 ὄρνιθα δεξιὸν 


Madvig, van H.: Δία δεξιὸν Valckenaer 


αὐτοὶ ἐκ Gdpuns): on ὁρμᾶσθαι ἐκ cp. 5. 
126, 8. 138. At the same time Hdt.’s 
expression here is curious in making 6 
vaurixds στρατός the subject. 

3. παρέ appears to be used in- 
transitively (no need with Beehr to 
supply ἑαυτόν) ; op. Thuc. 3. 82. 8 
ἔλπίδα οὐδὲ τὴν ἐλαχίστην εἶχον μή wore 
᾿Αθηναίων τῆς θαλάσσης κρατούντων ναῦς 
Πελοποννησίων ἐς ᾿Ιωνίαν παραβαλεῖν. 
The ten ships here mentioned would 
probably be ‘ Sidonian,’ cp. c. 96 supra, 
and 8. 92. 

4. ἰθὺ Σκιάθον, ἔνθα, ‘straight for 
Skiathos where . .’ (00 exhibits a 
preposition in the making; cp. 4. 120, 
136, 8. 88, 9. 69 ; Skiathos, c. 176 supra ; 
if Skiathos was the station of the Hellenic 
ships on the outlook, it is not easy to 
see how one of them, after taking to 
flight, came on shore at Tempe, ο. 182 
γα. Either Hdt. uses ἔνθα loosely, or 
wrote this narrative passage with a less 
clear notion of the exact position of 
Skiathos and Tempe than cc. 176, 129— 

which (as shown above) are 
probably later insertions in the main 
narrative. ; 
. . προϊδόντες. 
The change of gender is an anacoluthon 
κατὰ σύνεσιν, cp. 8. 23. The one προ- 
is local, the other temporal ; cp. Index 
8.0. π 
6. ὅρμησαν : ὁρμάω is used indifferently 


in all three voices ; cp. ὁρμώμενος above, 
ὁρμηθέντες c. 1838. 
180. 1. τὴν » apparently 


. - Τροιζηνί 
one of only five (8. 1 as ut represent- 
ing the Peloponnesians. 


Iipngives. Hdt. has perhaps a 


keener interest in the Troizenian trierarch, 

otherwise unknown, from the fact that 

Troizen was the metropolis of Halikar- 

point in not specifying that the βάρβαρον 
int in not ifyin t the 

La made ἃ saarilive of Leon, were 


Phoenicians. 
4. : lactum omen 


captantes, Portus; ‘‘securing (f) a good 
omen for themselves,” Blakesley. Stein 
thinks that διαδέξιον might be connected 
with διαδέχεσθαι and refer to the distribu- 
tion of portions of the victim among 
the sacrificial guests, as an ‘ Erstlings- 
opfer’ (cp. πρῶτον), and so mean 
‘Erstlingsopfer.’ But the distribution 
of portions of the victim was not con- 
fined to ‘ Erstlingsopfer’; and even the 
Phoenicians did not distribute portions 
of the victim for consumption at a 
‘Menschenopfer.’ Moreover, by whom 
is διαδέχεσθαι used of distributing (or 
receiving portions of) sacrificial flesh and 


blood ? 
καὶ κάλλιστον: was he 

really ‘first and fairest’? Or was he 
simply ‘ fairest of the first’ (captured) ? 
Prexinos might have counted as the 
‘first.’ Greeks would not have slain 
this Adonis for his beauty (cp. 5. 12). 
Blakesley quotes Procopius 2. 15 τῶν 
ἱερείων σφισὶ τὸ κάλλιστον ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν 
ὅνπερ ἂν δοριάλωτον ποιήσαιντο πρῶτον (οὗ 
the ‘Thulitae’) ; also, 

Who spills the foremost foeman’'s life, 

That party conquers in the strife ;, 


(Tacit. Germ. 10 less to the point :) but 
these cases leave good looks out of the 
question. 


pee 


pot * 


of 
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ἂν ς κάλλιστον. τῷ δὲ σφαγιασθέντε τούτῳ οὔνομα ἦν 
181 τάχα δ᾽ ἄν τι καὶ τοῦ οὐνόματος éravpoto. ἡ δὲ A 

τῆς ἐτριηράρχεε ᾿Ασωνίδης, καί τινά σφι θόρυβον π 

Πυθέω τοῦ ἸἸσχενόου ἐπιβατεύοντος, ἀνδρὸς ἀρίστου γε 

ταύτην τὴν ἡμέρην: ὃς ἐπειδὴ ἡ νηῦς ἡλίσκετο ἐς 

ὴβ, ς ἀντεῖχε μαχόμενος ἐς ὃ κατεκρεουργήθη ἅπας. ὡς δὲ 
yw? οὐκ ἀπέθανε ἀλλ᾽’ ἦν ἔμπνοος, οἱ Πέρσαι, of περ ἐπει 
ἐπὶ τῶν νεῶν, δι’ ἀρετὴν τὴν ἐκείνον περιποιῆσαί μι 
en Li πλείστον ἐποιήσαντο, σμύρνῃσί τε ἰώμενος τὰ ede 


ν 


t 


σινδόνος βυσσίνης τελαμῶσι κατειλίσσοντες" καί μιν, ὡς 


δ τοὔνομα B: ὄνομα C, van H. 
181. 2 dorwvidys B, Valla (αὐτονίδ; 
Hom., van H.): num admiseris ᾿Ασωπίδης ? 


ὀνόματος codd., van H. 


5 κατεκρεοργήθη a 
καὶ τὰ ἕλκεα. καὶ ἐκ B 


Q , 
καὶ περιέποντες B 


δ. Δέων" τάχα 8 ἂν... es mete 
‘What’s in a name!’—a good deal at 
times according to Hdt., cp. 6. 50, 
9. 91. The verb is of course in the 
second aorist. For the meaning cp. the 
substantive, c. 158 supra (ἑπαύρεσι:). 
There is no doubt a touch of irony here: 
but how exactly does Hdt. mean it? 
Did the Phoenicians ascertain that the 
name of this Adonis was ‘Lion,’ and 
did this discovery seal his fate? Or 
does not Hdt. mean that such grand 
names are dangerous, and provocative 
of φθόνος, νέμεσιςἾ Or, short of that, 
does he simply mean, ‘much good his 
grand name did him!’ (Blakesley’s 
“ perchance he will gain something from 
his name,’ i.e. his fate will be remembered, 
though grammatically possible, robs the 
remark of its point.) 

181. 2. τῆς ἐτριηράρχεε ᾿Ασωνίδης: 
this trierarch too is unknown otherwise. 
aaa his name be ᾿Ασωπίδης ἴ cp. 5. 
80. 

8. Πνθέω τοῦ ᾿Ισχενόου ἐπιβατεύοντος: 
this gallant epibates strangely enough 
was on board the captor ship, a Sidonian, 
at Salamis (8. 92 infra). Did he him- 
self tell the story of his deeds and his 
treatment? Had he any conversation 
with Ionian or other Greeks on the 
Persian side ἢ 


δ. és ὃ κατεκρεονργήθη ἅπας, ‘until 


10 ἀπίκοντο ἐς τὸ ἑωυτῶν στρατόπεδον, ἐπεδείκνυσαν ἐκπαγχὶ 
πάσῃ τῇ στρατιῇ περιέποντες εὖ. 


τοὺς δὲ ἄλλους τοὺς 


6 τι om. a || ovvd, 


4 νηῦς: ν 


8 σμύρνῃ B, Holder, van H. || ἐἰεύμενοι ᾿ 
10 ἐπιδείκνυσαν Β || ἐκπλαγεόμενοι B 


he was simply cut to pieces.’ 
κοπέντα 8. 92, τοὺς ἄνδρας κι 
rte doarres mt πρὶ 
. περιποι ν 
ἐποιήσαντο, ‘ ἐμέ the great 
of preserving him ’—perhaps th 
cians, less chivalrous than th 
Aga would have thought « 
he preposition and the verb, 
ted in different senses, are st; 


efective. 

8. opp .. κατειλίσσο 
evidence afforded by this story 
ances on board available for the 
of the wounded is remarkab! 
they primarily intended for : 
pose? In 2. 86 σμύρνη (myrrh) 
similar drugs (hence here, plt 
used for embalming dead bodies 
long strips of linen cloth’ for | 
are taken literally (or literal 
duced) in that process. But Ph 
much less Persians, would not 
mummify even the illustrious d 
the fair inference is that these ἐ 
were intended for their own we 

10. ἐκπαγλεόμενοι, a poetical 
ἐκπλήσσεσθαι, only used in the 
8. 92, 9. 48. Even the adj. 
(=€cwdayos) is only once founc 
prose; L. ἃ 8. sud v. 

11. περιέποντες : cp. περιέψεις 
supra. 


180-188 ΠΟΛΥΜΝΙΑ 269 


ἐν τῇ νηὶ ταύτῃ περιεῖπον ὡς ἀνδράποδα. ai μὲν δὴ δύο 182 ee 
τῶν νεῶν οὕτω ἐχειρώθησαν: ἡ δὲ τρίτη, τῆς ἐτριηράρχεε π 
Φόρμος ἀνὴρ ᾿Αθηναῖος, φεύγουσα ἐξοκέλλει ἐς τὰς ἐκβολὰς «δ᾽ aN, 

τοῦ Πηνειοῦ, καὶ τοῦ μὲν σκάφεος ἐκράτησαν οἱ βάρβαροι, τῶν nw 
« δὲ ἀνδρῶν οὔ: ὡς γὰρ δὴ τάχιστα ἐπώκειλαν τὴν νέα οἷς. te 
᾿Αθηναῖοι, ἀποθορόντες κατὰ Θεσσαλίην πορευόμενοι ἐκομί- pee 
σθησαν és ᾿Αθήνας. 

Ταῦτα οἱ “EXAnves οἱ ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αρτεμισίῳ στρατοπεδευόμενοι 183 


, πυνθάνονται παρὰ πυρσῶν ἐκ Σκιάθου: πυθόμενοι δὲ καὶ 


καταρρωδήσαντες ἀπὸ τοῦ ᾿Αρτεμισίου μετορμίξοντο ἐς Χαλκίδα, Mw cw 


qh ἔν} 
182. 2 οὕτω om. β, Holder, van H. 3 hippos Pd: φρίμος C || 


ἐκβολὰς Bekker: ἐκβολὰς cum μ ad init. supersc. P: ἐμβὸο 


ἐσβολὰς a 4 IInAiov Sauppe 


van H. 
3 μετωρμίζοντο B 


182. 2. ἐχειρώθησαν : a curious word 
to use for the capture or destruction of 
ships ; cp. 4. 96, 103, 164, δ. 16, ete. 


Ths ἐτριηράρχεε Φόρμος ἀνὴρ ’ AS. : 
the exact nature of the ‘trierarchy’ at 
Athens in 480 B.c. is by no means clear ; 
cp. 8.17. Was this trierarch one of the 
men who acted under the gf ars of 
Themistokles? (ep. Appendix ITI. § 4). 
Unfortunately nothing 1s known of him. 
(φορμός as a crate, or basket, 8. 71.) 


3. oxnOrga ἐξ rds ἐκβολὰς τοῦ IT. : 
κέλλειν t. and ὀκέλλειν prose forms 
used both transitively and intransitively ; 
and so here, ἐξοκ. of the ship as subject, 
and éwwxeday τὴν νέα just below of 
the mariners. τὰς éxf. τ. II., op. τὴν 
ἐκβολὴν τ. II. c. 128. Tempe is some 
60 to 70 R. miles from Skiathos: the 
Greek scouting ships must have been 
farin advance ofthe island. (Blakesley’s 
idea that the king’s ships came down on 
Skiathos from the high sea seems im- 
probable.) It looks as if the Greeks 
were taken by surprise: could the 
Sidonians have started from Therme 
by night? The Athenian vessel may 
have been smarter than the others, but 
even the Athenian was no match for 
the Sidonian in pace. Was the ship’s 
hull (oxdgos) aie by the pursue 
or later, by the Persians of the genera 
advance? Apparently the former: in 
any case the advance of these ten 
Sidonian ships may have served as part 
of the excuse for bringing Xerxes on 
a visit to Tempe (cc. 128-180). To 


Ads B: 
183. 1 ἐστρατοπεδευμένοι vult 


2 παρὰ: διὰ B, Holder, van H. || Περσῶν (cod. Marcianus) z 


change IInvelov into Πηλίου (Sauppe) is 
bad ; cp. Baehr. μὰ 
6. ἀ .. ἐε᾿ Ap- 
parently they did not pause to destroy 
rigging, stores, etc., as might be inferred 
from σκάφος above: and why did they 
not go to Thermopylai and so to Arte- 
mision? Perhaps only because Hdt. has 
not thought of the point. θρώσκειν, 
ἀποθρώσκειν seem rather poetical words. 
188. 1. ταῦτα : what? the fate of the 
three ships! and how much of the 
details? It is hardly possible that they 
should have been known at Skiathos, 
or tapi are A On the 
use of suc egra cp. 9. 8 infra, 
Thuc. 2. 94. 1, 3. bo 7s, 80. 2, etc. 
Perhaps the advance of the ten Sidonian 
ships was telegraphed, or the disappear- 

ance of the three Greek. Σ 
6. 178. 


8. καταρρωδήσαντεοι : cp. 
The incident here reported is aban and 
impossible. The loss of three ships, the 
advance of ten, could not have over- 
whelmed the Greek fleet at Artemision 
with terror ; and the evacuation of Arte- 
mision, in fair weather, while Ther- 
mopylai was being defended, is a strategic 
inconceivability ; cp. Appendix V. 8 1. 
This whole paragraph (ταῦτα. . EdBolys) 
must be regarded as quite unbistorical. 
It is not possible to reduce the imperf. 


middle peropptovre to a mere in- 
ceptive or deliberative marae ἦν the 
material context seems to forbid that, 


especially the scouts they were leaving 
on the heights of Euboia (‘‘statione 
mutata . . se recepsrunt,”” Bachr). 
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φυλάξοντες μὲν τὸν Εὔριπον, λείποντες δὲ ἡμεροσκόπ' 

ς τὰ ὑψηλὰ τῆς Εὐβοίης. τῶν δὲ δέκα νεῶν τῶν B 
ο΄ τρεῖς ἐπήλασαν περὶ τὸ ἕρμα τὸ μεταξὺ ἐὸν Σκιάθου 
ΟΥ̓́ Μαγνησίης καλεόμενον δὲ Μύρμηκα. ἐνθαῦτα οἱ f 
=~ ἐπειδὴ στήλην λίθου ἐπέθηκαν κομίσαντες ἐπὶ τὸ ἕρμ' 

oS θέντες αὐτοὶ ἐκ Θέρμης, ὥς σφι τὸ ἐμποδὼν ἐγεγόνεε. 

ΝΣ 10 ἐπέπλεον πάσῃσι τῇσι νηυσί, ἕνδεκα ἡμέρας παρέντ 


410 


τὴν βασιλέος ἐξέλασιν ἐκ Θέρμης. 


4 λειπόντες C: λιπόντες Dulac 
R: ἐπεστάλησαν SV 
ἡμέρηισι α 


4. ἡμεροσκόπους, to be distinguished 
perhaps from νυκτοφύλακες (Xenophon). 
σκοπός is the usual word, and the ἡμερο- 
is obviously de trop: but cp. ἡμερο- 
Spéu0s. No doubt a good look-out was 
kept from Kuboia’s high places, not 
merely to mark the advance of the king’s 
fleet, but to report ΕΥ̓ attempt to cir- 
cumnavigate the oe aa i ᾿ 

6. τρεῖς ἐπήλασαν : do 
the words mean that three were wrecked 
on the reef in question? Surely not, 
but simply that they deliberately went 
aground on it, in order to be able to 
erect the beacon of white marble, de- 
scribed immediately after. The exact 
position of the obstacle was explained 
to them by Pammon of Skyros: these 
three ships were a ntly commissioned 
for this work. Hdt.’s narrative is not 

rhaps as clear as it might be, or would 

, if the sentence τὸ δὲ ἕρμα ogi. . 
Σκύριος stood in its natural sequence, 
between Mupunxa and ἐνθαῦτα. The 
three ships which are specially com- 
missioned are here clumsily included 
in the βάρβαροι, just as in c. 178 the ten 
ships especially commissioned in the 
ναυτικὸς orparés: and on the principle 
of the whole and the part being equi- 
valent, the ναυτικὸς στρατός there starts 
and the βάρβαροι here erect the beacon 
before starting ! 

7. Μύρμηκα: the ‘Ant’ is identified 
with the modern Le/ftari, exactly midway 
between the coast of Magnesia and the 
SW. promontory of the island. On 
‘ Magnesia’ see ο. 176 supra. 

9. τὸ ἐμποδὼν vee καθαρόν, 
‘their way had been cleared’: by the 
destruction of the three Greek guard- 
ships, by the erection of the beacon on 


9 ἐκποδὼν B 


τὸ δὲ ὅρμα of 


6 ἐπήλασαν a: δοκῶ ἐ 
10 ἔσλεον RS: ἐ 


the Ant, by the lapee of the 
number of days, since the di 
the king from Therme. St 
stands τὸ ἐμποδών precisely o 
the obstacle, in the way ; in 
καθαρόν is rather quaint. I ta 
to be used of anything that 
way, a8 we say, not nec 
‘obstacles’; cp. cc. 108 3 


infra, etc. 

10. . « Θῴμηε: thi 
bit of chronology is the first i 
Journal or Log of the Th 
Artemision operations which 
in Hdt., but historians ha 
mistake in taking it as th 
departure for the reconstruct 
Journal as a whole. It is by 
the best ascertained item r 
and it is the wrong termin 
The mere observation that 
= verbo be sure whether 

ys are to be reckoned inc: 
exclusively, bars the apprc 
But that the ‘eleven days’ st 
army is a genuine bit of trad 
can doubt! Had it been 
week,’ i.e. a conventional fo 
should have had δέκα : cp. 
Appendix V. § 4. 

11. τὴν βασιλέος ἐξέλασιν | 
Hdt. can hardly reckon Therm 
and therefore there is an inc 
between this e and oc. 
more probable that the ki 
Therme than in Pieria until 
march began ; and this view is 
by ce. 128, 180, where Thern 
his headquarters. Such di: 
are easily to be explained by a 
of sources, and an indifferer 
author. 


Νὰ γήσατο ἐὸν ἐν 
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TIOAYMNIA 271 
μάλεστα Πάμμων Σκύριος. πανημερὸν 


δὲ πλέοντες οἱ βδέβωρα ἐξανύουσι τῆς Μαγνησίης χώρης ἐπὶ 
Σηπιάδα τε καὶ τὸν αἰγιαλὸν τὸν μεταξὺ Κασθαναίης τε 
πόλιος ἐόντα καὶ Σηπιάδος ἀκτῆς. 

Μέχρι μέν νυν τούτου τοῦ χώρου καὶ Θερμοπυλέων ἀπαθής 184 
τε κακῶν ἣν ὁ στρατὸς καὶ πλῆθος ἣν τηνικαῦτα ἔτι, ὡς ἐγὼ 
συμβαλλόμενος εὑρίσκω, τῶν μὲν ἐκ τῶν νεῶν τῶν ἐκ τῆς 


12 <rd> ἐὸν Sitzler || ἐμπόρῳ B: ἐν «μέσῳ-- πόρῳ Naber || πάμμω B || 


πανήμεροι Krueger 


184. 1 νυν om. β 2 ἔτι om. a 


14 Σηπιάδα 


ὅπ ἐόντα καὶ om. R || κασταναίης SV 


3 εὑρίσκω, τόσον - SVs (τόσονδε᾽ 


van HL) || τῶν μὲν a, Stein?: τὸν μὲν B, Stein!, Holder 


12. Πάμμων mn No doubt a 
local expert, from the island of Skyros 
(only here referred to by Hdt.), and 
perhaps a man of wealth (cp. raya 

πάομαι) aah sition. He hasan heroic 
name; ep. 2 24. 250 (a Trojan, one 
of Priam's sone) ; ; and was, perhaps, a 
Addoy, Thuc. 1. 98. 2. 
wavy .. ἐξανύουσι: the direct 
distance between Therme and Sepias is 
probably a little over 100 E. miles (about 
900 stades). A ship might be reckoned 
to make 700 stades ἐν μακρημερίῃ 4. 86. 
Sepias here may mark the general objec- 
tive; but the king’s fleet cannot have 
been expected to make the promontory 
before night: it must have been the 
sary ge plan to rest a night at sea. 
, Clearly identified from 
Hdt-as the modern Ato Ghiorght, opposite 
Skiathos. Strabo 448 confirms it as the 
acene of the Herodotean story (ἡ μέντοι 
Σηπιὰς ἀκτὴ καὶ τετραγῴδηται μετὰ ταῦτα 
(Homeric times) καὶ ἐξύμνηται διὰ τὸν 
ἐνταῦθα ἀφανισμὸν τοῦ Περσικοῦ στολοῦ 
κτλ). The name is derived from the 
cuttle-fish (σηπία), Tozer, Geogr. of G. 
348 ; pled Ortsnamen, 108. 
ms Te πόλιο : κώμης 
ὑπὸ τῷ Πηλίῳ spate ap. Strabon. /.c. 
The statement of Scholiast and HMym. 
Mag. that chestnuts (κάστανο:᾽ κάστανα) 
were named therefrom is a hysteron- 
proteron; but the name suggests the 
chestnut woods of Pelion (cp. Tozer, 
Highlands ii. 122, on the varied veyeta- 
tion of Pelion) and the cult of rtp 
(Artemis ἢ) Καστνιῆτις (Strabo 488), to 
whom the pig was an acceptable offering. 

184. 1. péxpe.. λέων : Sepias- 
Thermopylai rightly marked here, and 
again in o. 186 ad fin., as 8 t station 
in the Persian war: not perhaps merely, 


or so much on account of the havoc 
wrought by the storm (c. 188), as because 
now the hostile forces, Persian and Greek, 
have touch of each other. 
τε κακῶν ἦν ὁ 

Lede army and navy: ἀπ. «. 5.19. All 

gone well so far, commissariat, 
ae ce, fighting forces. This in it- 
self speaks well for he Persian organiza- 
tion. Hdt. does not reckon such trifles 
as the loss of the first bridges (c. 84), the 
accident to Pharnoukes (c. 88), the death 
of Artachaies (c. 117) as κακά, affecting 
the στρατός. 

2. ὡς ἐγὼ συμβαλλόμενος εὑρίσκω : cp. 
6. 24 supra (where figures are not in pe 
dence). Hdt. lays stress on his calcula- 
tions and conclusions in the following 
pessage, and stands to win or forfeit, 

y them, his character, not as arith: 
metician merely, but as historian. His 
arithmetic stands the test and comes 
out triumphantly, and the fact that in 
the numerous additions and subtrac- 
tions, here recorded, items and totals 
invariably agree, speaks well for the tra- 
ditional text. But in to the 
material aspects of the Hat. 
seems to have flung all Sachkritik to the 
winds. His computation of the Persian 
forces in this is his morta] sin 
as an historical authority, and justifies 
almost the wildest flights of sceptics such 
as Delbriick and Welshofer; for it is 
deliberate, it is elaborate, it is assured 
and reasoned, and it is incredible and 
absurd. 

There is a grammatical inconsequence 
(anacoluthon) in the passage : πλῆϑοι ἣν 
should be followed by the figures in the 
nominative ; the interposition of this 
sentence, though perenthetical, has 
thrown them into the accusative. 
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᾿Ασίης, ἐουσέων ἑπτὰ καὶ διηκοσιέων καὶ χιλιέων, 
ς ἀρχαῖον ἑκάστων τῶν ἐθνέων ὅμιλον ἐόντα τέσσερας 
μυριάδας καὶ πρὸς χιλιάδα τε καὶ τετρακοσίους, 
διηκοσίους ἄνδρας λογιζομένοισι ἐν ἑκάστῃ νηΐ. ἐ 
δὲ ἐπὶ τουτέων τῶν νεῶν, χωρὶς ἑκάστων τῶν 
ἐπιβατέων, Περσέων τε καὶ Μήδων καὶ Σακέων 
10 ἄνδρες. οὗτος ἄλλος ὅμεέλος γίνεται τρισμύριοι , 
σχίλιοι καὶ πρὸς διηκόσιοί τε καὶ δέκα. προσθήι 
τούτῳ καὶ τῷ προτέρῳ ἀριθμῷ τοὺς ἐκ τῶν πεντ 
ποιήσας, ὅ τι πλέον ἣν αὐτῶν ἢ ἔλασσον, ay 
ἄνδρας ἐνεῖναι. συνελέχθη δὲ ταῦτα τὰ πλοῖα, ὡς 
15 τερον εἰρέθη, τρισχίλια. ἤδη ὧν ἄνδρες ἂν elev ε 
τέσσερες μυριάδες καὶ εἴκοσι. τοῦτο μὲν δὴ τὸ ἐκ 1 
ναυτικὸν ἦν, σύμπαν ἐὸν πεντήκοντα μυριάδες καὶ plc 
δὲ ἔπεισι ἐπὶ ταύτῃσι ἑπτὰ καὶ πρὸς ἑκατοντάδες ὃξ 
τοῦ δὲ πεζοῦ ἑβδομήκοντα καὶ ἑκατὸν μυριάδες ἐγέι 
20 δὲ ἱππέων ὀκτὼ μυριάδες. προσθήσω δ᾽ ἔτι τού 
καμήλους τοὺς ἐλαύνοντας ᾿Αραβίους καὶ τοὺς τ 
Λίβνας, πλῆθος ποιήσας δισμυρίους ἄνδρας. καὶ 
ἐκ τῶν νεῶν καὶ τοῦ πεζοῦ πλῆθος συντιθέμενο 


4 χειλίων van H. et sic passim 5 ἐόντα ὅμιλον B, Stei 
van H. || τέσσερας BAcorr., (8), Veorr.: τέσσαρας Apr., CR' 


ὡς ἀνὰ διηκοσίους om. B || ava: dv B 7 vei a 1 
Holder, van H. 12 «τε: καὶ van H. 13 ποιήσα 
αὐτῶν ἢ ἐλάσσονα ὀγδώκοντα B || 6 re: ὅτι Cz 15 ἐρρήθη 


16 τέσσερες BBAcorr.: τέσσα 
18 δὲ: τε B, Holder, van H. 
20 δ᾽ ἔτι Pz: δέτε R 


ἄνδρες om. B || εἶεν : ἦν B 
μέν νυν BPs, Holder, van H. 
δέκα B 19 ἐγίνοντο 2, van H. 
δὲ α 98 γίνονται B 


δ. ἀρχαῖον, ‘original’: i.e. beforethe Aphetai too, for the eng 
addition of the Perso-Medo-Sakan epibatat + Artemision ἢ 
—a good instance of the proper meaning 11. 
of the word ; cp. c. 176 supra. 

6. ὡς ἀνὰ Sinxoclovs . . νηί: cp. 8. 
17, where this” figure is given for an 
Athenian trireme, possibly inclading: the 


“14. Maron, 
Epibatai; as here also the ‘native’ ἐμῇ 


ence is back toc. 97 ad jin. 


Epibatai must be included, otherwise 
they are omitted altogether in Hdt.'s 
ἤν gr ar ἀνά, akan ἢ 
ἐπεβάτενον . . τριήκοντα ἄνδρες. 
Hdt. treats these ‘Persian’ Epibatai as 
ἃ constant integral of the fleet : is it not 
more probable that they were soldiers 
from the πεζός embarked at Phaleron for 
the battle of Salamis, and possibly at 


19. ἐγένοντο, in the obj 


or in the historian’s ac: 
γίνεται just below, and the 5 
of the e (προσθήσω ᾿ 
makes for the latter; in wh 
is a reference back toc. 60. 

20. ras κ . τὰ 
6, 86. The order of word 
servable. 
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διηκόσιαί τε μυριάδες καὶ τριήκοντα καὶ pla, καὶ πρὸς χιλιάδες 
ἑπτὰ καὶ ἑκατοντάδες a καὶ δεκάς. τοῦτο μὲν τὸ ἐξ αὐτῆς 25 
τῆς ᾿Ασίης στράτευμα ἐξαναχθὲν εἴρηται, ἄνεν τε τῆς θεραπηίης 
τῆς ἑπομένης καὶ τῶν σιταγωγῶν πλοίων καὶ ὅσοι ἐνέπλεον 
«ἐν» τούτοισι. τὸ δὲ δὴ ἐκ τῆς Εὐρώπης ἀγόμενον στρά- 18δ 
τευμα ets προσλογιστέα τούτῳ παντὶ τῷ ἐξηριθμημένῳ" δόκησιν 
δὲ δεῖ λέγειν. νέας μέν νυν οἱ ἀπὸ Θρηίκης “Ἕλληνες καὶ 
«οἷ» ἐκ τῶν νήσων τῶν ἐπικειμενέων τῇ Θρηίκῃ παρείχοντο 
εἴκοσι καὶ ἑκατόν" ἐκ μέν νυν τουτέων τῶν νεῶν ἄνδρες τετρα-ς 
κισχίλιοε καὶ δισμύριοι γίνοντα. πεζοῦ δὲ τὸν Θρήικες 
παρείχοντο καὶ Παίονες καὶ ᾿Ἑορδοὶ καὶ Βοττιαῖοι καὶ τὸ 


Χαλκιδικὸν γένος καὶ Βρύγοιε καὶ Πίερες καὶ Μακεδόνες καὶ 


26 τε om. β 
Steins 
θρήκης B 
τρισμύριοι B: μύριοι C || θρῆκες B 


185. 2. τῷ ἐξηριθμημένῳ, by the his- 
torian, for there is uo previous record 


of an ἐξαρίθμησις of the numbers of men 
serving on the fleet, as of the army. 
But atill, it is not based on mere δόκησις. 
now: cp. Soph. Trach. 425 f. 
ταὐτὸ δ᾽ otal γίγνεται Δόκησιν εἰπεῖν κἀξα- 
κριβῶσαι λόγον : Thuc. 2. 35. 2 ἡ ὃ. τῆς 
ἀληθείας, but in 4. 18. ἀρ Sere 


3. of ἀπὸ Θ EdAnves : 
“ Hellespontines’ would be Wreluded, 
having been already specified in the navy 


list, c. 95; these Thrakian Hellenes in 
fact correspond to the Θράκιος φόρος of 
the Athenian lixts; but there is nothin 
to show that Hdt.’s estimate of 1 
triremes is based on those lists. ‘The 
assessment of Aristeides’ for the Thrakian 
district I calculate (from the tables in 
C.I.A. i.) at 180 talents—a sufficiently 
near coincidence : it may well have been 
exactly 120, which may have suggested 
to Hit. his ‘figure for the shi 

6. Θρήικες : native, not Hellenic; i in 
6. 110 above seven Thrakian folks are 
enumerated, six of whom are aided to 
the forces between Doriskos and the 
Strymon ; others again are superadded 
in c. 115 between the Strymon and 
Akanthos. 

7. Παίονες : dwelling higher up the 
Strymun than the ‘Thrakians,’ cp. cc. 
‘i " Ἑσρδοί: he onl he ] 

the only tribe in the list 
which has not been mentioved before: 
this is a ἅπαξ X. in Hdt. Thuc. 2. 99. 


VOL. I PT. 1 


47 ἐπέπλεον: 
185. 8 δὲ δεῖ RSVeorr.: δὲ δῇ Vpr.: 
4 οἱ add. Stein? || τῶν νήσων om. β || θρήκη B 6 


éverAwov van H. 28 ἐν add. 
δὲ δὴ Β: δὲ δὴ δεῖ A fl 


6 says of the Makedonians: ἀνέστησαν 
δὲ ΠῚ ἐκ τῆς νῦν ᾿Ἑορδίας rv 
Eopdoés, ὧν οἱ μὲν πολλοὶ ἐφθ 
βραχὺ δέ τι αὐτῶν περὶ Φύσκαν κα κηται. 

ia, or Eordaea ('βορδαία Polyb. 18. 
6. 8, Arrian, Anab. 1. 7. 5, etc.) had more 
of a histo Roman than in Hellenic 
times, the Kgnatian Way passing through 
the district (διὰ Ηρακλείας καὶ Αυγκηστῶν 
καὶ 'Eopdéy) to Exiessa, Pella, and so to 
Thessalonika, Strabo 823. The position 
of ‘ Physka’ has not been identified ; buat 
it is apparently of the Thuc didean 
remnant only that Hdt. can here be 
speaking, and the mention of ‘Eopdol 
between Παίονες and Βοττιαῖοι suggests 
an approximate location. The ‘Kor- 
denses' are reckoned among ‘ Paeoniae 
gentrs’ by Pliny, 4. 17. 2. 

Βοττιαῖοι: their territory Borrcads, 
co. 123, 127 supra; Olynthos was at this 
time their principal town, cp. 8. 127. 

ὃν : & curious 
phrase, which recurs in 8. 127, and 
resumably denotes a mixed product of 
Breck (Ionian, Euboian) settlers in 
‘Chalkidike’ and natives (cp. “EAAqves 
Σκύθαι 4.17). Thucyd. 4. 109. 4 has τὸ 
Χαλκιδικόν (ἔθνος 1). 

8. : the remnant which had 
remained in ‘Makedonia’; cp. c. 78 
supra; for Βρίγες and Βρύγοι must be 
variants (from different sources). 

i either the emigrants, 
mentioned in o. 112, or the remnant, 
which may have remained in Pieria, c. 


T 
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a ene ae ne ee 


θεραπηίην τὴν ἑπομένην τούτοισι καὶ τοὺς ἐν τῇσι evap 
ἀκάτοισι ἐόντας καὶ μάλα ἐν roist ἄλλοισι πλοίοισε τοῖσι 


ἅμα πλέουσι τῇ στρατιῇ, τούτους τῶν μαχίμων ἀνδρῶν οὐ 


9 περαιβοὶ a || αἰνιῆνες B 


τέσσαρες ACd : τέτταρες B || ἐξ καὶ δέκα B 


(Passow) : τοῖσι ΒΡ, Stein! 2 


131 (or both). The geographical position 
of nie both). names — ae teed 
locality ; and here, perhaps, Hdt. forgets 
that Pieria is ‘ Lower Makedonia.’ 
Μακεδόνες : ‘ Makedones’ as such 
have only been once mentioned before, 
0. 735 As Hat. lias just specified 
the ‘ Pieres" or Lower Makedonians, he 
may bey have meant by ‘Makedones’ 
the inhabitants of Upper Makedonia, α. 
173 supra, 

9. Περραιβοί: cp. cc. 128, 131, 132, 


173 
“Ἐνῆνα: cp. ὁ, 132 supra. They 
were on the upper rapa ce. 198 
infra: this name, wit the three suc- 
ceeding, shows that Hdt. is giving the 
ga -list right down to Thermopylai. 
curious, therefore, that he says 
nothing of the Θεσσαλοί who appear in 
c. 132, and by this time ἐμήδισαν wpo- 
@ipws (c. 174 supra), and would have 
reinforced the king's cavalry. The com- 
parison of the list here with the list in 
ἃ. 132 shows the independence of Hdt.’s: 
phe and reinforces the hype othesis 
that the list of moedizing : states t 
later insertion. 
Δόλοπες : op. 6. 132 pre. 
Μάγνητες - ‘ep. 6, 182 δι 
"᾿Αχαιοί : sc. οἱ Φθιῶται τ 7. eo 
132 supra. ἐν": Se ἘΑ͂Ν 
a: this Sent lis gia in rather 
curiously at the end of the list τὸς. 
started with Θρήικες, and οἱ ame down 
ih Makedonia and Thessaly; more-— 
[dt. is here considering additions 
to “the retire x wane then have those 


12 κείνησι Β | 


14 B: 


186. 2 τῇσι A, Stein*® 


account ἢ pystese ει 

in α. 110 as οἱ παρὰ LY Κατοικη- 
i, and are there reckoned to 

naval forces, cp. 6. 116. 

native Thrakiana 1 


To follow the 
os (a τοι oe ee 

δοκέω γενέσθαι : ε wien 
ts esliiiea to the objective order 
actual army of Xerxes; 
just below, refers to the — of his 
own computation. Such cau 


— “3 considered stylistically sue- 


Pap 1. τοῦ pax (pov: collective nenter ; 


2 Py Ἢ υριάδες nat above, 
ag sae: the tack ie 


τῶν μα 
of course inclu ἣν : 
‘the 00,8. 5; 


τὴν 
in collective sense; 
Hdt. allows one at 


dance was carried in 


on the contrary, he 


expressly cot 
the naval θεραπηίη to the crews and 
Erg in the ee yore 
TOUT’ w 
feminine ; cp. App. Crit. As Thney- 
dides (and others) used a diminutive, 
ἀκάτιον, perhaps the dears (masc. or 
fem.), though ge pe αι light, was not 
necessarily a small boat. Hdt. seems 


to reckon the dnure: 0a mbet prominent 


ΚΕΝ 
I ae 
‘and a ἐ ααὶοῖς. ‘a ἢ op. c. ΤΊ 
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δοκέω εἶναι ἐλάσσονας ἀλλὰ πλεῦνας. καὶ δή odeas ποιέως 
ἴσους ἐκείνοισι εἶναι καὶ οὔτε πλεῦνας οὔτε ἐλάσσονας οὐδέν" 
ἐξισούμενοι δὲ οὗτοι τῷ μαχίμῳ ἐκπληροῦσι τὰς ἴσας μυριάδας 
ἐκείνοισι. οὕτω πεντακοσίας τε μυριάδας καὶ εἴκοσε καὶ ὀκτὼ 
καὶ χιλιάδας τρεῖς καὶ ἑκατοντάδας δύο καὶ δεκάδας δύο 
ἀνδρῶν ἤγαγε ἘΞξέρξης ὁ Δαρείον μέχρι Σηπιάδος καὶ Θερμο- το 
πυλέων. οὗτος μὲν δὴ τοῦ συνάπαντος τοῦ ἘΞέρξεω στρατεύ. 187 
ματος ἀριθμός, γυναικῶν δὲ σιτοποιῶν καὶ παλλακέων καὶ 
εὐνούχων οὐδεὶς ἂν εἴποι ἀτρεκέα ἀριθμόν: οὐδ᾽ αὖ ὑποζυγίων 

τε καὶ τῶν ἄλλων κτηνέων τῶν ἀχθοφόρων καὶ κυνῶν ᾿Ινδικῶν 


6 οὐδενός B 8 ἐκείνῃσι 8: ἐκείνοισι om. S: ἐκείνοισι. . 
μυριάδας om. V || οὕτω... ἤγαγε: longe aliter, ὡς ee θν ϑθρύρυ 
πάντα τὸν στρατὸν μυριάδας πεντακοσίας καὶ τριάκοντα καὶ χιλιάδας τρεῖς 
καὶ δεκάδας δύο ἀνδρῶν τὸν ἤγαγε ὁ 8 || πεντακοσίας PR(S): πεντηκοσίας 
187. 1 σύμπαντος BPz 2 σιτοποιέων 


5. καὶ δή σφεας ποιέω Urovs: ὁ good this use of the patronymic, but that it 


instance of the concessive καὶ δή: with 
ποιέω op. ποιήσας (bis), c. 184. Grote iv. 
186, followed by Rawlinson, thought it 
necessary to make hardly any addition 
to the estimates for non-combatants; 
but surely that view is unreasonsble. 

igures and facts are (in a sense) different 
things, and Hdt. no doubt follows a tra- 
dition in regard to an immense army- 
service train in the Persian war. Had the 
force of Xerxes been really composed of 
Libyans, Aithiopians, and all the other 
forty-six nations, to the tane of millions, 
no doubt the combatants would have 
had to wait on themselves; nor does 
Hdt. mean that each particular com- 
batant had a body-servant, but that the 
comniissariat and service generally out- 
numbered the combatants. That seems 
a sound view; the absurdity and im- 
possibility come in with the extravagant 
exaggeration of the numbers of com- 


batants. On that subject see further, 
Appendix II. § 4. 
8. οὕτω. . & Besides the 


5,283,220 ἄνδρες there were women of 
various kinds and eunuchs; see next 
sa ge 

10. ὃ Aapeov: the use of the 
patronymic here is clearly rhetorical, 
stylistic, and serves to bar extreme 
inferences regarding source, date of com- 
position, and so on, in other cases more 
7 to dispute; cp. c. 1 supra. At 
the same time it must be remembered 
that the style would not gain point, 
there would be nothing rhetorical, in 


is an exception to a rule. 

187. 1. τοῦ στρατεύματοξ : 
the article of course with στρατεύματος. 

2. σιτοποιῶν, feminine, cp. 3. 150; 
properly of the grindsters, cp. Thuc. 6. 
22 (σιτοποιοὺξς ἐκ τῶν μυλώνων πρὸξ 
μέρος ἠναγκασμένου: ἐμμίσθον:), but the 
same women could probably bake as 
well as grind ; cp. Thuc. 2. 78. 8 (where 
the small garrison in Plataia, numbering 
only 480 men, has 120 γυναῖκες σιτοποιοί). 
But Hdt. has also the proper word for 
bakers: dproxéwos ὁ 9. 82, ἡ 1. 51. 

παλλακέων : the παλλακή or παλ- 

λακίς is to be distinguished both from 
the κουριδίη γυνή and from the mere 
ἑταίρα: cp. L. ἃ 8. and Hruza, Polygamse 
τ. Pellikat (1894). An illustration in 9. 
76 would suggest that some at least of 
these unfortunates were well-born Greeks. 

3. εὐνούχων : 3 8. 106. Their pres- 
ence implies a harem; but ΩΣ 
only the leading grandees would be thus 
attended. 

οὐδεὶς ἂν εἴποι, bis, can only 

mean that ‘any number I could mention 
would be received with complete in- 


credulity.’ 
4, , bot usually of beasts of 
burden; but so absolutely in N.T. 


S. Inke 10. 84. 

κυνῶν ᾿Ινδικῶν: cp.1.192. Ktesias, 
Indica ἃ δ, περὶ τῶν κυνῶν τῶν ᾿Ινδικῶν, 
ὅτι μέγιστοί εἰσιν, ὡς καὶ λέοντι μάχεσθαι : 
Pliny, Hist. Nat. 7. 2. 18 maxima in 
India gignuntur animalia: indicio sunt 
canes grandiores ceteris. Cp. Strabo 700, 
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ς τῶν ἑπομένων, οὐδ᾽ ἂν τούτων ὑπὸ πλήθεος ovdel 


ἀριθμόν. 


ὥστε οὐδέν por θῶμα [παρίσταται] πρι 


ῥέεθρα τῶν ποταμῶν ἔστι ὧν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον ὅκως 


ἀντέχρησε θῶμά μοι μυριάσι τοσαύτῃσι. 


εὑρίσκω γὰ 


λόμενος, εἰ χοίνικα πυρῶν ἕκαστος τῆς ἡμέρης ἐλά 
10 μηδὲν πλέον, ὄνδεκα μυριάδας μεδίμνων τελεομένας 
ἑκάστῃ καὶ πρὸς τριηκοσίους τε ἄλλους μεδίμνους κα 
κοντα" γυναιξὶ δὲ καὶ εὐνούχοισι καὶ ὑποζυγίοισι 
~ «+ + OD λογίζομαι. ἀνδρῶν δὲ ἐουσέων τοσοντέων 
κάλλεός τε εἵνεκα καὶ μεγάθεος οὐδεὶς αὐτῶν ἀξ 
τις ἦν αὐτοῦ ἘΞέρξεω ἔχειν τοῦτο τὸ κράτος. 

Ὃ δὲ δὴ ναυτικὸς στρατὸς ἐπείτε ὁρμηθεὶς 


6 θῶμα ϑιοὶπξ: θῶυμα Ps, Stein! (bis) || παρίσταται 566]. ἕ 


σταται B 
8 ἀπέχρησε van H. 
11 τεσσαράκοντα a 


Pliny 8. 61. 8, for anecdotes illustrative 
of their prowess. Doubtless they accom- 
panied the army for sporting, not for 
war-like purposes. 

ee ee ee 
supra; but cp. . Crit. 

he ‘ i τι ὧν: for a list 
of the rivers that failed cp. c. 21. The 
statement here is more modest than 
the question there—though only saved 
by the addition of ἔστι ὧν -Ξ ἐνίων. 
προδοῦναι-- ἐπέλιπε, cc. 21, 127, supra. 

8. ἀντέχρησε: cp. c. 127 su 

c. 


184 supra. There is apparently an 
error in the calculation, or in the text. 
There being 48 xolmxes in a μέδιμνος, 
110,340 x 48 =total number of men 
reckoned, 5,296,320—an excess of 13,100 
men. Or again, taking the number of 
men 56,288,220, and dividing it by 48 
to obtain the number of medimnoi, the 
answer is 110,067 medimnoi 4 choinikes, 
which is the problem as worked by Hat. 
so that his result gives an excess of 272 
medimnoi 86 choinikes. Is this error 
intelligible, explicable? Schweighaeuser 
perceived practically the source of the 
error: Hdt. did not quite fully work 
out the sum. 528 myriads of choinikes 
amount to exactly 110,000 medimnoi: 
so far then the first item in Hdt.’s 
calculation is correct. There remain 
3220 men, or rather ‘choinikes,’ to be 
reduced to medimnoi. This figure divided 
by 48 gives a quotient of 6 and a fresh 
dividend of 840, and instead of proceed- 


ἔστι ὧν Ρ: ἔστιν ὧν aC: ἔστιν οὖν ἃ : ἐνίωι 
10 πλέω B || τελεομένας «καὶ ἕξ δεκὸ 
13 lacunam indie. Stein® 


ing further with the sum 

a final quotient of 67 7,, Hd 
must have substituted th: 
the quotient, and added 

ceding quotient. The s 
error being thus revealed, 
be arded as correct: 
Sitzler’s emendation (cp. 
does not benefit Hdt. 


13. ἀνδρῶν δὲ. . TK 
markable testimony an 
Xerxes, at least as far as Ἢ 
‘every inch a king.’ Ni 
that Hdt. here means th 
character (κατ᾽ dydpayc 
Xerxes was unworthy 
Still less does he wish to 
the myriads of men whc 
king. Xerxes looked the} 
a tall and handsome m: 
(than whom ‘there was 1 
children of Israel a go 
from his shoulders and wu 
than any of the people,’ 
cp. 10. 23). There were | 
ever, taller men in the ar 
supra), but Xerxes looke 
56 supra). This remark 
more favourable strain o 
regard to Xerxes, but it 
vent Hdt. from making 
before and afterwards; ς᾽ 
8. 115 ff. 


14. ἀξιονικότερος : i. ee! 
26. ᾿ 


188. 1. δή resumes t 


187-188 TIOAYMNIA 277 


‘a 
Ὁ ene τῆς Μαγνησίης χώρης ἐς τὸν αὐγιαλὸν τὸν μεταξὺ 
Κασθαναίης τε πόλιος ἐόντα καὶ Σηπιάδος ἀκτῆς, ai μὲν SP Ὁ Ὁ 
πρῶται τῶν νεῶν ὅρμεον πρὸς γῇ, ἄλλαι δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἐκείνῃσι ἐπ᾽ VIL: 1 
αὐϑνἀγκυρέων: ἅτε γὰρ τοῦ αὐγιαλοῦ ἐόντος οὐ μεγάλον, πρό- 5 


188. 4 ὥρμεον B || γῆν B: τῇ γῇ * 


after the digression cc. 184-7: ‘as I 
said ’ (Rawlinson). 

ὁρμηθείς : cp. ὁρμηθέντες αὐτοί c. 
183 supra. 

ἔπλεε καὶ κατέσχε: the πλοῦς was 
not accomplished when they reached the 
αἰγιαλός in question ; the tenses are care- 
fully used. For the proper names cp. 
68. 183 supra. 


4. πρῶται, ‘foremost’ ; 
supra, and Index. 


oun eg πρὸς γῇ, ‘lay moored close 
to land’; just belo »μέοντο would 


have no sensible difference of meaning, 
though these ships were ‘moored’ and 
those were ‘riding at anchor.’ The 
aaa ΟῚ peealre, ie is unusual. ἥ 

νῃσι ee together 
with ἐπὶ ὀκτὼ νέας just below affords a 
pointed illustration of the uses of the 
preposition and the cases. 

5. ἅτε yap τοῦ. . οὐ ov: why 
is the beach so small? Perhaps merely 
because the Homeric beach, in the 

(Π. 14. 3341) upon which 
erodotus has based this description, 
is so. Evidently not the smallness of 
the beach, but the tactical disposition 
of the Persian fleet, kept the ships 
bunched up in relatively close order. 
To have formed one line along the miles 
of Magnesian coast might have proved 
salvation, when the unforeseen storm 
burst upon them ; but that line would 
have left the greater portion of the fleet 
further and further from their objective, 
Artemision, or Aphetai. The night, 
according to Hdt. himself, was a per- 
fectly calm one, succeeding a day evi- 
dently as calm: the storm was a surprise, 


a miracle. 

: a much debated word. 
at least since Schweighaeuser and Reiske 
started the idea that the word here means 
κλιμακηδόν, par échelons, ‘in quincnncem,’ 
‘cuneo.’ According to their idea the 
Persian fleet is to be pictured as a huge 
equilateral triangle, pointed out to sea 
(és πόντον) in eight rows, each row being 
one ship less than the vious one 
nearer shore (how many each or any one 
row contained is not stated; but 1204 


cp. c. 82 


(1207) ships arranged in this fashion would 
ive a base of 154 and an apex of 147). 
he hypothesis of so strict and elabo- 

rate an arrangement is, upon the face 

of it, improbable, and the word -zpé- 
κροσσος does not carry the meaning. 
κρόσσαι are projections, projecting stones, 

(Zt. 12. 258), which apparently might 

serve for stepe (ἰδ. 444), as in Hdt. 2. 

125 (of the pyramids: courses of stones, 

projecting certainly one beyond the 

other); but the word πρόκροσσος seems 
to be connected rather with x«bpoy= 
κεφαλή (κρόσση itself a variant), and to 
mean ‘head-foremost,’ or ‘ projecting’ 

(as in Hdt. 4. 152); and of ships, stem- 

foremost, which may well be its meaning 

in 72. 14. 35. So Portus interpreted it 
here, ‘‘naves quarum prorae obversae 
erant,” and was followed by Wesseling, 

Larcher, Baehr, and others. He, how- 

ever, supposed that αἱ πρῶται had their 

stems to the shore, and that there were 
nine rows in all. This appears to me 
to beanerror. The first row was moored 
close to land (probably with ropes to 
shore), others rode at anchor, but all 
alike πρόκροσσαι ovro ἐς πόντον, and 
there were but eight rows in all. If 

the fleet is sur poee’ to number 1200 

(1207) that would give 150 vessels to 

each row. Hdt. has indeed recruited 

an additional squadron of 120 in Thrace, 

c. 185 supra; but that is a somewhat 

hypothetical figure, and would not, per- 

haps, more than rep wear and tear 

up to this point, even if the figure 1200 

were not itself an ὁ ration. Takin 

the fleet at a nominal 1000, there woul 
of course have been (a nominal) 125 in 
each row, supposing the rows all equa). 

which they need not have been. 6 

disposition of the fleet would be deter- 

mined partly by ethnical considerations. 

Stein observes that the influence of 
the Homeric original (7. 14. 3317.) is 
seen not merely in the use of the word 
πρόκροσσος, but in its being made of 
three terminations, while in 4. 152 it 
is of only two. The smallness of the 
αἰγιαλός, above noticed, is an equally 
telltale effect. 


το περὶ ταῦτα τὰ χωρία οἰκημένοι. 
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᾿κροσσαι ὅρμεον τὸ ἐς πόντον καὶ ἐπὶ ὀκτὼ νέας. τ 


τὴν εὐφρόνην οὕτω, ἅμα δὲ ὄρθρῳ ἐξ αἰθρίης τε καὶ 
τῆς θαλάσσης ζεσάσης ἐπέπεσέ σφι χειμών Te | 
πολλὸς ἄνεμος ἀπηλιώτης, τὸν δὴ ᾿Ελλησποντίην κι 


ὅσοι μέν νυν αὖ 


μενον ἔμαθον τὸν ἄνεμον, καὶ τοῖσι οὕτω εἶχε ὅρι 
ἔφθησαν τὸν χειμῶνα ἀνασπάσαντες τὰς νέας, καὶ 
περιῆσαν καὶ αἱ νέες αὐτῶν" ὅσας δὲ τῶν νεῶν 


ὅλαβε, τὰς μὲν ἐξέφερε πρὸς Ἴπνους καλεομένου. 


6 ὅρμεον τὸ Cobet, (Kallenberg), Stein®: ὁρμέοντο a: ὦ 


ὅρμεον ἐς van H. 


μέν νυν: μενοῦν AB: μὲν οὖν Ca || avray om. a 
14 ἔπνους AB: ἔπνους R: ἱπνοὺς (ὕπνους V ἢ) 


ai om. β 


6. ταύτην μὲν τὴν εὐφρόνην οὕτω: 
that is, the night of their arrival, after 
the long day's pull from Therme. εὐφρόνη, 
undoubtedly a poetical word, co. 12 suyra. 
The acc. of time, or duration ; cp. Index. 
οὕτω is virtually a predicate; cp. 1. 11 
infra. That the whole fleet moved en 
masse is implied. 

7. ἄμα ‘but with day- 
break.’ ἅμα, prep., as not seldom ; cp. 


6. 188. 
ἐξ αἰθρίης re καὶ , ‘out 

of (after) slsudleas and windiess Soathor! : 
both words are apparently substantives 
like ὄρθρος. The adj. αἴθριος is found 
2.25. The adi. γήνεμος does not happen 
to be used by Hdt. With the expression 
cp. c. 37 supra, οὔτ᾽ ἐπινεφέλων ἐόντων 

ρίης τε μάλιστα. H ᾿ ; 

8. apart in Homer frequent o 
literally boiling water, /2. 18. 349, 21. 
862, Od. 10. 860; so too 4. 181 supra, 
ζέει ἀμβολάδην. ἐξέζεσε (ν.ἷ. ἔζεσε) oocurs 
in a highly metaphorical sense 4. 205 
supra. The sibilant phrase here is con- 
demned by Longinus, de Subl. 48. 1 
(ed. Jahn-Vahlen, 1887, p. 63), and well 
defended by Wesseling, as onomatopoeic. 

9. canara be ‘east,’ irrespective of 
the time of day; with ἄνεμον, 4. 22 
supra. The word occurs in the same 
form in Attic, Thuc. 3. 23. 5, and on 
the Horologue or Tower of the Winds in 
Athens. n this tower Apeliotes is 
placed between Kaikias and Euros (the 
whole order being: Boreas, Kaikias, 
Apeliotes, Euros, Notos, Libs, Zeph 
Skiron: 1.0. N., NE., E., SE., 8., Sw. 
W., NW.). 

οἱ... οἰκημένοι: a point that 


9 πολλὸς Pds: πολὺς || ἑλλησποντίαν 


11 of 


might be ‘notorious,’ or ἢ 
Seber to Hdt. (or his s 

reeks from the fleet, so 
no need to infer from tl 
personal visit to the lo 
‘ Hellespontias’ is indeed 1 
‘ Aristotle’ 48:-- ἀπηλιώτης 
Kalas 9738; cp. 364B 
ap. Hermogenem (Spengel, 

289) uses it of the wind a 

Xen. Hell. 1. 6. 935). 
laces the ‘Hellespontias' 
rom different quarters (cp. . 

10. ὅσοι μέν is ἃ limitat 
and this relative clause a 
ὅσοι, but equivalent to αὐτ 
below. dye= ἣν, the weal 
ἔχειν. Cp. 6. 116 ὡς ποι 
the genitive. 

11. καὶ τοῖσι οὕτω εἶχε 
whose moorings were favou! 
For οὕτω cp. 1. 6 su 

ot ὃ yw: δέ 4 
also with repeated subject ; 
etc. For φθάνω cp. c. 162 

18. ὅσας δὲ. . μεταρσί 
ὁ χειμών. ὅσας δέ replies 
supra. μετάρσιος is genet 
being ‘high in air’ (cp. 
8. 65); here ‘on the Mi 
ὑπεραιωρηθέντες͵ 6.116). | 
of all the ships as hav 
anchor; but perhaps som: 
oat at sea. τουτέων must 
plied before τὰς μέν κτλ. 

14. ἐξέφερε, ‘carried a 

laces are mentioned : Ipnm 
pias, Meliboia, Kasthan: 
all of course in ‘ Magnesia 


supra. 
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Πηλίῳ, τὰς δὲ ἐς τὸν αὐγιαλόν' af δὲ περὶ αὐτὴν τὴν ις 
\ Σηπιάδα περιέπιπτον, at δὲ ἐς Μελίβοιαν πόλιν, αἱ δὲ ἐς εἰς 
Κασθαναίην ἐξεβράσσοντο' ἣν τε τοῦ χειμῶνος χρῆμα ἀφόρη- Vy" 

τον. λέγεται δὲ λόγος ὡς ᾿Αθηναῖοι τὸν Βορέην ἐκ leche 189 o10-eu 
ἐπεκαλέσαντο, ἐλθόντος aft ἄλλου ypnornploy τὸν γαμβρὸν α΄ κ᾿ 


6. 


ῃ 
“Δ 


ἐπίκουρον καλέσασθαι. Βορέης δὲ κατὰ τὸν ᾿Ελλήνων λόγον 


15 περὶ: ἐς β 
Holder, van H. 
3 Βορέης: Bopys || τῶν B 


ἱπνός is an oven or furnace (cp. 
δ. 92), and the ‘Ovens’ on Pelion were 
not perhaps a city or village, but some 
rocks or cliffs (so Forbiger ap. Bobrik, 
and Bursian, Geogr. v. Gri. i. 100). 
The αἰγιαλός is defined supra as extend- 
ing from Kasthanaia to Sepias. 
is the promontory at the eastern end of 
the Magnesian coast ; c. 186 supra. 

16. περιέπιπτον : cp. 8. 16, but the 
word does not necessarily denote a 
disastrous encounter ; cp. 8. 94. 

: ἃ place of some com- 
mercial and military importance, not 
situate actually on the shore, but com- 
manding the chief valley, col, and coast 
between Ossa and Pelion; known to 
Homer's Catalogue, B 717 ; cp. Bursian, 
Geogr. v. Griechenl. i. 99. 

17. Κασθαναίην : cp. c. 188 supra. 

: this fervent word 
is repeate| c. 190 infra, ‘dashed up.’ 


: ep. 4. 81, 6. 43, ete. 
PE ip Yen δὲ λόγος. "The for- 
mula seems to suggest a doubt, and to 


be used here of an oral report; cp. φάτις 
infra. It is remarkable that Hilt. sets 
this story in no relation to the Delphic 
story, c. 178 supra, which is there re- 
ported without the least hint of mis- 
giving. Nor does he say that the oracle 
which‘ came’ to the Athenians (ἄλλον in 
contrast to the response in c. 140, or even 
that in c. 141) is the oracle ‘announced ’ 
by the Delphians; nor could it be, for 
the terms are different: τὸν γαμβρὸν 
ἐπίκουρον καλέσασθαι this, ᾿Ανέμοισι εὔχε- 
σθαι κτλ. that. Apparently Hdt. thought 
that the genuine and true oracle and 
story ; this, an afterthought and fiction. 
Bnt the reverse is probably the truer 
view. (1) The Athenian story is based 
on the precedent of Athos. (2) The 
terms are more oracular: the Athenians 
had several sons-in-law, Terens for ex- 
ample (Thuc. 2. 29. 8), or Xouthos 
(Euripid. Jon 67 f.), not to say Apollon 


17 ἐξεράσσαντο B || re: δὲ β || <rd> τοῦ Cobet, 
189. 1 Βορέην : βορῆν et sic passim libri 


himself (ibid. 10 f.), or ibly Ion, or 
any hero, who had ever led or misled an 
Attic bride. Thus the Athenian oracle 
is sure to turn out well! The Delphic 
ismuch blanter. (8) The Delphic oracle 
is compromised by its too obviousl 
apologette purpose, and by the attitude 
of Delphi in the war, which was so sorely 
in need of ate afterwards. (4) If, as 
seems probable, this is not merely not the 
Delphic publication mentioned above in 
α. 178, but not a Delphic oracle at all 
(rather an utterance of Bakis, 8. 20 etc.), 
uced and interpreted for the occasion, 
then it has all the more a ‘genuine’ ai). 
and the Delphic story all the more 
appearance of an express reply to this 
Attic story: Delphic Θυία besting Attic 
Ὠρείθυνια. Hdt. was a good friend to 
Athens (c. 139), but if it came to choosin 
between Athens and Delphi, he pref 
rt ae ke 
3. « ν᾿ » Le. ac- 
ΒΕ © Greek literature, | phy, 
which had doubtless already dealt with 
the myth, as poets and artists assuredly 
had done. Both Aischylos and Sopho- 
kles had composed dramas on the theme 
(cp. Nauck, Jrag. Gr. Frag., sub νυ. 
"DpelOua), but the oldest Attic evidence 
for the localization and popularity of the 
is probably to be found not in 
literature, but in the vases of archaic 
style, nine of which are enumerated b 
ernicke ap. Pauly- Wiseowas, iii. (1897) 
727, and doubtless rightly dated as older 
than the Persian war (sid. 726), and 
therefore than the traditional date of the 
Ilissos foundation recorded below (Rapp 
ap. Roscher, Lexikon 810, erroneous 
dates them all after the Persian war). 
On the other hand, the su repre- 
sentation of the Rape of Oreithyia on 
the Chest of Kypeelos, Pausan. 5. 19. 1 
(op. H. Stuart Jones, J.H.9. xiv. (1894) p. 
74), must be abandoned ; Wernicke Z.¢ 
Plato, Phaedr. 229, indicates the Attic 
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21 ἔχει γυναῖκα ᾿Αττικήν, ‘OpeOuiny τὴν Ἔρεχθέος. 

on” “ ςαῆδος τοῦτο of ᾿Αθηναῖοι, ὡς φάτις ὅρμηται, cup 
C σφίσι τὸν Βορέην γαμβρὸν εἶναι, ναυλοχέοντες τῆς 
Χαλκίδι ὡς ἔμαθον αὐξόμενον τὸν χειμῶνα ἣ καὶ τ 
ἐθύοντό τε καὶ ἐπεκαλέοντο τόν τε Βορέην καὶ τὴν 
τιμωρῆσαι σφίσι καὶ διαφθεῖραι τῶν βαρβάρων τὰ 


ιοκαὶ πρότερον περὶ Αθων. εἰ μέν νυν διὰ το 


480 


on 
τὰ 


4 ὠρείθνιαν B (w- R) 


ὡρμέατο RSV ἢ 
ψ van Η. 


|| μὲν οὖν B 


form of the story (with some variants), 
and oontains the celebrated protest 
against the ἄγροικός τις σοφία of attempt- 
ing to rationalize this or any myth. 

4. ἔχει.. τὴν Εἰρεχθέος. In Homer ZZ. 
20. 219 ff. Erichthonios, the Trojan, or 
rather ‘Dardanian’ king, has a herd of 
3000 mares, attended by youthful fillies, 
of whom Boreas becomes enamoured, and 
in likeness of a dark-maned steed, the 
sire of twelve (other) fillies, who could 
skip over the corn-field without bending 
the ears, and over the waves without 
breaking the foam. The Attic mytho- 
logists have improved on that, but 
Oreithyia, ‘daughter of Erechthens’ 
(Poseidon), still betrays her Nereid origin. 
The etymology of the name is obscure. 
It can hardly be participial. The simi- 
larity of the termination to Θυία (cp. c. 
178 supra) suggests a compositum ; but 
the Q is rather hard to explain; cp. 
Roscher, Lexikon, 812 f. (Gpros, pos, 
night, much less ὥριος (Spa), do not seem 
to have suggested themselves: cp. 
Ὠρίων). Etym. Mag. 828. 43 connects 
it with ὅρος (and θύω), ‘* Bergdurchstiir- 
merin.” In any case Oreithyia is origin- 
ally, perhaps, a ‘Ross-maichen’ and 
very like a Valkyrie (of wind, or wave). 
ἔχει, has to wife. Βορέης, by the way, 
is the north-wind, only here expressly 
personified by Hdt. He never loses his 
transparently physical character, but he 
changes a little his point of the eompass ; 
ep. Habler ap. Pauly- Wissowa, lil 721 ; 
also c. 188 supra. 

δ. κῆδος : in Homer this word means 
only ‘care, tronble, sorrow, mourning,’ 
as with Hdt. 2. 86, 6. 58 (funeral). But 
here, as in Thucyd. 2. 29. 3, it is used of 
8 marriaye, or marriage-connexion (so 
too in other Attic writers). 


ὡς φάτις ὅρμηται, sc. λέγεσθαι : cp. 


8 τόντε: τὸνβ 


5 ὅρμηται a, Stein?: ὥρμ 
6 σφίσι Stein: σφι || εὐρώπης B 


9 σφισια: σφιβ 


4. 16, 6. 86, and ὁρμήθη wi 
3. 56. Cp. also 5. 50 
ὅρμητο λέγειν. (But Stei 
solutely: exit.) φάτις is de 
refers to oral information ; 
tion, § 10. 

6. vavAoxéowres . . bv J 

rhaps ‘lying in wait,’ c 
F Are the Athenians ak 
(cp. 8. 14)? Or is all t 
there, cp. o. 183 supra! 

rhaps, have taken the st 
atter sense, on the strengt. 
story to which he has co 
self above; but his Ather 
more probably intended it 
sense. This offering an 
made by the Athenians in 
the 58 mee guarding Cha 

7. ἣ καὶ πρὸ τούτον. 
been rather late to have 
storm actually began: at | 
done so, the case could ha: 
adduced (it evidently was. 
answer to prayer. 

9. ὡς καὶ πρότερον περὶ 
words are part of the Athe 
not an addition by the a 
by the Athenian narrator. 
is authentic, the belief 
intervention in 492 is ἔ 
than 480 B.c. The st 
ignored by Mardonios c. 9 
in 6. 43-45 is an intensely 
(perhaps Hdt. did not kn 
when he wrote this passag 

10. εἰ γυν .. οὐκ x 
was on that account.’ ὃν 
cative: but so is 
degree. Why this access 
scepticism? Because (i.) 
not quite fit in with the Γ 
native c. 178 supra. (ii.) ] 
᾿Απηλιώτης or ᾿Ἑλλησποντ 


μα 


wor te πλῆθος ἄφθονον. 


er 


189—190 


βαρβάροισι ὁρμέουσι Βορέης ἐπέπεσε, οὐκ ἔχ 
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9 “ φ Φ 
w εἰπεῖν" οἱ ὃ 


ὧν ᾿Αθηναῖοι σφίσι λέγουσι βοηθήσαντα τὸν Βορέην πρότερον 
καὶ τότε ἐκεῖνα κατεργάσασθαι, καὶ ἱρὸν ἀπελθόντες Βορέω 
ἱδρύσαντο παρὰ ποταμὸν Ἰλισόν. 4 

Ἔν τούτῳ τῷ πόνῳ νέας of ἐλαχίστας λέγουσι διαφθαρῆναι 190 So. 


τετρακοσιέων οὐκ ἐλάσσονας, ἄνδρας te ἀναριθμήτους χρημάτων 


ὥστε ᾿Αμεινοκλέν τῷ Κρητίνεω ἀνδρὶ 


ὁ αι. 


pe Μάγνητι γηοχέοντι wept Σηπιάδα μεγάλως ἡ νανηγίη αὕτη awe LUN 
v ἐγένετο χρηστή, ὃς πολλὰ μὲν χρύσεα ποτήρια ὑστέρῳ χρόνῳς WC 

as Δ ἐκβρασσόμενα ἀνείλετο πολλὰ δὲ ἀργύρεα, θησαυρούς τε τῶν 
Περσέων εὗρε, ἄλλα τε [χρύσεα] ἄφατα χρήματα περιεβάλετο. 


Ἢ 


11 βορῆς a: o βορέης β, Holder, van H. 


12 σφίσι Stein: σφι || 


βοηθήσοντα a: βωθήσαντα van H. || καὶ πρότερον rore? Stein?, van H. 


14 ᾿Ιλισόν van H., Stein®: Ἰλισσόν 
ἀμεινοκλέη B || Kpnoivew Plutarch. Mor. 664 
6 ἀνείλατο B 


Holder {| αὕτη om. a 


190. 3 ἀμεινοκλέει a: 
4 ynovxéovrs Merzdorf, 
7 χρύσεα del. Valckenaer, 


Stein! 5 || dgara om. a || περιεβάλλετο B 


the ships, (iii.) There is a doubt as to 
whether the Athenians began praying 
before the storm: if not, of course their 
paves did not produce it. (iv.) Has 

dt. any doubt that prayers avail? Cp. 
note toc. 178. 

11. of δ᾽ dv’ Αθηναῖοι. . λέγουσι : the 
Attic provenience of the story is now 
revealed, at the third time of asking 
(λέγεται λόγος " φάτις Spunra). Hdt. 
has a delicacy and reluctance in discredit- 
ing an Attic tradition. δ᾽ ὧν : cp. c. 
145 supra. 

18. iptv . . “Teodv: cp. Plato, 
Phaidr. 229; Pausanias 1. 19. 6. The 
cnlt of Boreas and Oreithyia was perhaps 
older, as the myth certainly was; perhaps 
also this very foundation on the Ilisos ; 
but it was at any rate given a new and 
enlarged significance after this oocasion. 
Cp. notes toc. 178. The ‘Ilisos’ is not 
elsewhere named by Hdt. Its course is 
still to be traced on the map of Attica, 
but the water is conspicuous by its ab- 
sence, and a new myth, or miracle, is 
badly wanted, in that neighbourhood, 
to restore the Baumkultus. 

190. 1. ἐν τούτῳ τῷ πόνῳ, paullo aliter 
6. 114 (Baehr). 

ot ἐλαχίστας λέγουσι : sc. λέγουσι. 
400 was the lowest estimate, according 
to Hdt. There were higher estimates. 
He seems to be thinking only of ships of 
war (yéas); cp. next c. ad init. Hat. 
himself (8. 66) restores the fighting fleet 


to integrity, in a way which must dis- 
count its original total or its losses on this 
occasion ; though the 200 which were 
making round Kuboia (8. 14) may never 
have come to land. The destruction of 
open boats and transports also may 
have been great, and helps to account 
for their pearance 7 the sub- 

uent narrative; cp. infra ο. 191. 
my τῶν τε P αλῆθον ᾽ 
‘abundant quantities of goods, stores’ 
(commodities) ; ἄφθ., cp. c. 88 supra. 

8. ὥστε: cp. c. 191 infra: the follow- 
ing anecdote is of later composition 
than the context. 

veo: of this 


; τῷ Konrives : 
Ameinokles, of his father Kretines (ep. 
c. 165 supra), and of his children, we 
know nothing more than Hdt. has here 
recorded ; Plutarch (de Hatt. malig. 80) 


thinks Hdt. has only brought in the. 


geld galore in order to point the 
moral of the wretched man’s domestic 
woes— but such ‘moralizing’ hardly 
amounts to ‘malignity,’ except in the 
eyes of an incurable optimist ! 

4, dovr. wepl ‘a land- 
danse tithe fiamediite neighbourhood 
of Sepias.’ γηοχέειν = γηουχέειν = γηοῦχος 
(i.e. γαιήοχοτ) εἶναι: a grandiloquent 
phrase. 

7. ἄφατα χρήματα, ‘untold wealth.’ 


περιεβάλετο, ‘invested himself 
with,’ was invested with, cp. 8. 8. 


Pree: ; 


ras & 
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on 


ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν τἄλλα οὐκ εὐτυχέων εὑρήμασι μέγα 

ne ἀγένετο' ἦν γάρ τις καὶ τοῦτον ἄχαρις συμφορὴ 
οὖ. 19] παιδοφόνος. σιταγωγῶν δὲ ὁλκάδων καὶ τῶν 

ἊΝ [διαφθειρομένων) οὐκ ἐπῆν ἀριθμός. ὥστε δείσαντες o 

᾿ γοὶ τοῦ ναυτικοῦ στρατοῦ μή σφι κεκακωμένοισι ¢ 

a οἱ Θεσσαλοί, ἕρκος ὑψηλὸν ἐκ τῶν νανηγίων περι 

πὰ ag ἡμέρας γὰρ δὴ ἐχείμαξε τρεῖς" τέλος δὲ ἔντομά τε 


8 τὰ ἄλλα a || «τοῖσι» εὑρήμασι van H.: sed artic. 
Plutarchum 191. 1 πλοίων «τῶν; Sitzler 2 
μένων del. Stein? || ante ὥστε «ἦν δὲ καὶ τούτων πλεῖστος ὁ 
suppl. idem, lacunam ἱπάϊς, Holder 3 στρατοῦ om. d, | 


van H. || μὴ σφίσι Stein!: ode om. 2 || κεκακωμένοισι av 


κεκακωμένησιν αὐτοῖσιν V 


8. τᾶλλα οὐκ dev, ‘in all other 
respects was ill-starred, though . .’ 

9. καὶ τοῦτον : like every man, 
especially the very wealthy or prosper- 
ous, he had an οἰκήιον κακόν : cp. c. 152 
supra. In his case it took the form of a 
mortality among his children (one of the 
worst curses; cp. 6. 86 7). Gyapis, a 


euphemism : cp. c. 86 supra. 
10. παιδοῤόνος, Plutarch apparently 
understood this to mean that Ameinokles 


was himself the murderer (τὴν '᾿Αμεινο- 
κλέου: παιδοφονία»). Stein supports this 


view by quoting the plagiarism from 
Dion al. 8. 21 (of Horatius, who 
slew his sister) ἄχαριν συμφορὰν ἀδελφο- 


κτόνον. Reiske and Schweighaeuser take 
the same view. Larcher and Blakesley 
deny that Hdt.’s words must necessarily 
have this meaning, and I agree, but add 
that ‘a misfortune by which a child of 
his was killed’ (Blakesley) would hardly 
account for Hdt.’s interest in the case: 
there must have been a more extensive 
fatality. Had Ameinokles been himself 
the doer, Hdt. would surely have put 
the point clearly, and not represented 
him as ive. If a madman, again, 
Hdt. would not have shrunk from saying 
so (cp. 6. 76). In any case we are in 
the presence of one of those ‘domestic 
tragedies’ in which the work of Hat. is 
so rich (cp. 3. 50-53, 8. 104-106, 9. 108— 
118, ete.). 

191. 1. ὁλκάδων : not specified in c. 
186, but mentioned in c. 25 supra. It 
was on them, and their like, not on the 
battle-ships, that the losses in this 
storm really or chiefly fell: it was they 
which the storm caught μεταρσίας c. 188 


4 νανηγίων s: νανηγιέωνβ: 


supra; for at this stage in 
they were in the rear of 
lines, cp. c. 183 supra, an 
been coming on from Therm 
night. 

2. dere Stein has obser 
anecdote of Ameinokles ( 
later insertion, and that t 
originally followed in its 
ἄφθονον. Cp. Introductior 
this use of ὥστε cp. c. 118 δι 


of στρατηγοὶ τ. v. of, 


perhaps in a narrow sense ; | 
άλοντο, in a stri 
sense. The recurrence of 
especially with a change | 
confirms the view that the 
Ameinokles above is an inser 
such inelegancies are not 
with Hdt. Cp. c. 1901. 7. 
δ. ἡμέρας γὰρ δὴ ἐχείμα! 
ὁ θεός, or perhaps in a purel: 
construction. χειμάζειν in 
sense 8. 133 (following tl 
χεῖμα). The ‘three days’ 
are not merely convention: 
be inferred from Aristot. P 
9414) bat an important 
scious synchronism, taking 
tive place in the Diary of 
Thermopylai; cp. Appendix 
ἔντομα srovetyres : cp. | 
terminology is proper to t 
the Dead, the propitiation 
the Wind ; op. c. 178 supra. 
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καὶ καταείδοντες γόησε of Μάγοι τῷ ἀνέμῳ, πρός τε τούτοισι 
καὶ τῇ Θέτε καὶ τῇσι Νηρηίσι θύοντες, ἔπαυσαν τετάρτῃ 
ἡμέρῃ, ἢ ἄλλως κως αὐτὸς ἐθέλων ἐκόπασε. τῇ δὲ Θέτι ἔθυον 


πυθόμενοι παρὰ τῶν Ἰώνων τὸν λόγον, ὡς ἐκ τοῦ 


χώρου 


| τούτον ἁρπασθείη ὑπὸ Πηλέος, εἴη τε ἅπασα ἡ ἀκτὴ ἡ 
) Σηπιὰς ἐκείνης τε καὶ τῶν ἀλλέων Νηρηίδων. 

6 γόησι codd. (γόησιν Cd): γόῃσι «: γοῇσι Bekker: γοητηίῃσι vel 
χοῇσι Reiske : γόοισι Wesseling: βοῃῇσι Madvig, Holder, van Η.: ἐπῳδῇσι ? 
Stein: mihi quidem aut γόησι aut οἱ Μάγοι ut glossema tollend. vid. || 


τῷ ἀνέμῳ οἱ Μάγοι B || τε: δὲ β 
6. καταείδοντεξ γόησι has been a 


crux to the commentators, variously 
rendered or removed. So “laying the 
wind by means of chants of sorcerers,” 
Blakesley ; ‘‘charming them with the 
help of conjurors” (!) Rawlinson ; γόησι 
‘ per pode acta is a rendering 
strongly condemned by Baehr on three 
grounds: (i.) Hdt. would hardly use a 
simple dative for that; (ii.) still less, 
with another dative, τῷ ἀνέμῳ ; (iii.) γόης 
2. 33, 4. 105 comes to much the same as 
μάγος. He therefore reads yoo: ‘ in- 
cantationibus’ ; Wesseling referred γόοισι 
‘sacro ululatu’! Reiske suggested 
χοῇσι, which would fit iu exquisitely 
with ἔντομα, and with the necromancy 
of the Winds (cp. c. 178 supra), but 
hardly suits ἀείδοντες or xaraeldovres. 
Madvig’s βοῇσι endorsed by Holder 
sounds comic. Stein suggests ἐπῳδῇσι, 
but the reading is not strong, and the 
corruptela remote. I venture to suggest 
that we are in presence of a gloss: either 
οἱ Μάγοι is the gloss (the subject being 
found in of στρατηγοί), or γόησι is itself 
the gloss, the pepreael having written 
it in the ethical dative, for the benefit 
of experts or dupes. (Van Herwerden 
seems to incline to this opinion.) 

τῷ ἀνέμῳ: 586. τῷ ᾿Απηλιώτῃ or 
᾿Ἑλλησποντίῃ (ο. 188). The construction 
is not regular, verbs compounded with 
xara- taking asa rule the accusative or 
genitive of the remoter object; but 
the following cases are more or less 
parallel: καταγελάσαι ἡμῖν c. 9 supra; 
οὐ παρεόντι κατηγορέων c. 10 supra ; τοῖσι 
μὲν κατεκέκριτο θάνατος co. 146 supra; 
ὀνείδεα κατιόντα ἀνθρώπῳ co. 160 supra; 
κατηγέεσθαι with dat. oc. 183 supra, 215 
infra ; τοῖσι κατεδόκεον 9. 99: cp. alro 
τοῖσι Λακεδαιμονίοισι κατέσκηψε o. 187 
supra; xara. . κέχνται ὀρόφοισι ο. 140 
supra, ap. ογαθ. ΑἾβο τῷ ἡλίῳ κατ΄ 
4, 184, τῇ μητρὶ κατικέτευε 6. 68, etc. 


11 ἄλλων codd., Holder, van H. 


The ‘ethical’ dat. will perhaps account 
for some cases, 


7. σῇ Θέτι καὶ τῇσι Νηρηίσι, as to 
gods "Qoorres). The reason for this 
θυσίη is given just below: they learned 
from ‘the Ionians’ that Thetis was an 
enchorial divinity, and that they were 
on the scene of her abduction by Peleus 
ἐκ τοῦ predicative). 

hat is a λόγος to Hdt. as much as the 
story of the storm itself. By ‘the 
Ionians’ Hit. probably means the 
Ionians on the fleet (and not Dorians, or 
‘Aiolians,’ who might have been the 
best authorities of all). With Thetis, 
Peleus, the Nereides, we step within the 
circle of Homeric, or Homero-Hesiodic 
theogony (cp. 2. 53). Thetis in Homer 
is a goddess united to a mortal Peleus, 
and the Mater dolorosa of Achilles ; but 
the union does not appear there to have 
been effected by ἁρπαγή : Hera sanctions 
it, and the gods all attend the wedding- 
feast, J2. 24. 59 ff. Was the story to 
by the ‘ Ionians’ to the Persians different 
in that respect (and more like the myth 
of Boreas and ast fl The Nereids, 
if not Thetis herself, seem to represent 
the calmer and more gracious aspects of 
the sea. On the Homeric points see 
Buchholz, Hom. Realien iii.* 246-56. 

8. ἣ ἄλλως xaos αὐτὸς ἐθέλων ἐκόπασε. 
As the Greeks had been praying to the 
Winds to intervene in their favour (o. 178 
supra), Hdt. only means to express a 
doubt as to the efficacy of the Persian 
sacrifices and incantations, and on this 
occasion. There is nothing naturalistic, 
or scientific, in his scepticism, for in 
the very expression of it he manifests 
an intensely anthropomorphic idea of 
the natural phenomenon (αὐτὸς ἐθέλων). 
Longinus, 2.6. c. 188 supra, censured 
the ase of the word éxérace. Op. J. 
Matth, 14. 82. 

10. ey τε κτλ., ‘was (the property, 
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Ὃ μὲν δὴ τετάρτῃ ἡμέρῃ ἐπέπαντο, τοῖσε δὲ “EX 
ἡμεροσκόποε ἀπὸ τῶν ἄκρων τῶν Εὐβοϊκῶν καταδρ 
δευτέρῃ ἡμέρῃ, ἀπ᾿ ἧς ὁ χειμὼν ὁ πρῶτος ἐγένετο, ἐσ 


192. 3 ὁ πρῶτος : πρῶτος unus Paris. (1635): πρῶτον 2, van 


haunt, etc.) of that goddess and her 
sister Nereids.” Cp. 12. 18. 35 ff., where 
their dwelling is in a cave under the sea, 
παρὰ πατρὶ γέροντι : cp. 1. 357 ff., which, 
however, need hardly be located ‘half- 
way ‘twixt Samos and Imbros’ on the 
strength of 24. 77 ff., nor, in any case, 
prevent the dedication of Sepias to the 
said divinities. 
192. 1.8 μὲν δὴ τ ἡμέρῃ 
ντὸ : 8c. ὁ χειμών. It lasted three 
days and three nights, and by the fourth 
day it had come to an end, i.e. it ceased 
in the course of the third night. But 
perhaps the pluperfect bas not so ia 
a temporal intention, but merely de- 
notes that on the fourth day the storm 
was quite over and a thing of the past. 
τοῖσι δὲ Ελλησὶ : the scene shifts 
to the Greek fleet. Hdt. does not say 
where the Greek fleet was, but it was 
plainly not at Artemision. As far as 
this passage is concerned it might have 
shifted down channel, or just rounded 
the NW. point of Euboia (Cape Lithada) 
to be in shelter from the storm. True, 
in c. 183 supra the Greek fleet has 
retired to Chalkis in sheer terror, not of 
the storm, but of the appearance of the 
first Persian ships; but that record is in 
itself absurd, and that is an 
afterthought, and an insertion (me 
tudice); see notes ad 7. In fact the 
Greek fleet had probably retired before 
the storm, but certainly not to Chalkis: 
no less certainly was there a squadron 
at Chalkis ; and Hdt’s. errors apparently 
arise from a confusion between the 
movements of the main fleet and those 
of this rear squadron. 


οἱ ἡμεροσκόποι: cp. c. 183, where 
they had Foca left is τὰ ὑψηλὰ τῆς 
Εὐβοίης. If the whole fleet was at 
Ohalkis, and these scouts were posted 
where they could see πάντα τὰ γενόμενα 
περὶ τὴν ναυηγίην, they would bave had a 
fine run down ἀπὸ τῶν ἄκρων τῶν 
Ἐῤβοϊκῶν. 

8. δευτέρῃ ἡμέρῃ ἀπ’ ἧς ὁ χειμὼν ὁ 
πρῶτος . ., ‘on the day after the first 
storm took place.’ The expression is 
remarkable: for what is ‘the first 
storm’? The storin just described, cc. 


188-91, must surely be ‘the firs 
but it lasted three days and thi 
and what then would be ‘t 
storm’? Does mean 
and is ‘the first storm’ an 
way of describing the first d 
three days’ storm? In whicl 
day here mentioned would | 
the second day of the storm, 
might as well have said so clea 
Herwerden’s reading clears t 
but creates an absurdity, for. 
the Greek fleet return to / 
before the storm, which lasted : 
and three nights, was over? Le. 
fourth day, which is indeed t. 
ἡμέρη dw’ ἧς ὁ χειμὼν ὁ πρῶτοι 
‘the first storm’ means—as 
mean—the three days’ st 
ἐγένετο means, as it perfectly 
mean, ‘had taken place’ 
‘ended,’ except that it ende 
night), What then would 
second storm’? Why, the : 
scribed in 8. 12-14, which tc 
according to Hdt., on the n 
the first day’s fighting of A 
(and not on the night of thes 
of the three days’ storm). 

The story of the naval ope 
Bk. 8 appears to be from a 
source to that from which th 
Bk. 7 is derived ; but Hdt. has: 
to harmonize them, and one 
his attempt perhaps was to — 
storms, where in reality there 
one. Cp. further, Appendix \ 

ἐσήμαινον πάντα τὰ γενέ 
τὴν νανηγίην : the verb σημαί 
means implies material sign 
telegraphy of any kind, and 
sumably means simply ‘signi 
gah If the scouts reporte 
ad happened about the ship 
the storm must have been ove: 
storm had lasted three days, t 
could only have been brougl 
Greek fleet on the fourth day— 
oy, the storm was all over. 

f this news was brought to 
ships at Chalkis, then it was 
of the wreck of the 200 Persi 
brought to the commanders « 
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of δὲ ws ἐπύθοντο, 


Ποσειδέωνε σωτῆρι εὐξάμενος καὶ σπονδὰς προχέαντες Thy s 
ταχίστην ὀπίσω ἠπείγοντο ἐπὶ τὸ ᾿Αρτεμέσιον, ἐλπίσαντες 


ὀλίγας τινάς oft ἀντιξόους ἔσεσθαι νέας. 


δεύτερον ἐλθόντες περὶ τὸ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον ἐναυλόχεον, Ποσειδέωνος 


4 περὶ τὴν νανηγίην suspecta habeo 
Stein! : τινὰς σφίσι van H. || ἀντίξους a 


Attic ships, which they in turn reported 
to the Greeks at Artemision (probably) ; 
cp. 8. 14. If it is the news of the 
disaster to the Persian fleet and trans- 
ports(?) at Sepias-Kasthansia, still it 
will only have reached the Greeks, not 
of course at Chalkis, possibly at Aidepsos, 
after i storm was over. : 

δ. Ποσειδέωνι σωτῆρι ι κα 
nected what of the 
Ανεμοι, to which, according to the 
Delphic legend in c. 178 supra, they had 
been bidden to pray? This record seems 
further to discredit that story. The 
εὐχαί and the σπονδαί are all for Poseidon 
(neither do the Athenians yet realize 
that their saviour was their son-in-law, 
nor do the rest think of worshipping 
the Winds: this cult, indeed, was a 
Delphian one,c. 178 supra). xpo-, ‘forth’: 
for such plies cp. ee τ ἫΝ 

νταχίστην .. εμίσιον. 
They ted abandoned Artemision (in 
consequence of the storm!?), and now 
retarn—the storm being over. If the 
storm laste three davs, it would be on 
the fourth day that the re-occupation of 
Artemision took place. If they re- 
turned before the fourth day, then the 
storm did not last three days. 

7. ἀντιξόονε: cp. cc. 49, 150 supra: 
what they expected (&mlcavres) or 
thought to find must be rather matter 
of opinion ; but what reason had they 
to expect any opponents to their station 
at Arteinision, unless the Persian fleet 
had already rounded Sepias? Or is the 
ἔσεσθαι in a more remote future ἢ 

198. 1. τὸ Seb ἐλθόντες : where 
is the first arrival on record? In ec. 
175 the resolution to occupy Artemision 
has been formed; in c. 177 (the ‘bar- 
barians’ being already in Pieria) the 
start for Artemision has been narrated ; 
in c. 188 the Hellenes are found in 
laager at Artemision (ἐπ᾿ ᾿Αρτεμισίῳ 
στρατοπεδευόμενοι), but only in a very 
suspicious passage, in which an impos- 
sible flight for an absurd reason has been 


τινάς om. a: ofior? 
193. 2 ἐναυμάχεον B 


alleged against them, and which has 
the appearance of an insertion : nowhere 
is the first actual arrival at Artemision 
chronicled. Yet here ‘the second’ 
advent is elaborately recorded, ἠπείγοντο 
ἐπὶ τὸ ᾿Αρτεμίσιον, τὸ δεύτερον ἔλθόντες 
κτλ. Was there any retreat at all from 
Artemision? -Why should the Greeks 
have done more, in order to avoid the 
fury of the storm, than draw up their 
ships on shore? They doubtless had a 
laager on shore. When the storm abated 
they would launch the ships again : per- 
haps the νανλοχέειν (cp. c. 189) implies 
that the ships are afloat. 

2. Tloce σωτῆροξ . . vopl- 
ovres: this is a very curious and gloss- 
ike remark, standing where it does: 
γομίζοντες does not really ajply to the 
same persons as ἐλθόντες, nor to the 
same date as ἐναυλόχεον. The religious 
service in honour of Poseidon has been 
recorded, and apparently was celebrated 
elsewhere than at Artemision, and before 
their return thither: their return to 
Artemision, and their occupation or re- 
occupation of the station there is then 
recorded: next, these woris are added 
a propos of the ΔῚΣ and libations 
to Poseidon (at Chalkis!). The shift 
of scene, the lapse of time, the change 
of persons, the then and the now, throw 
the gloss out of gexr. Its oecurrence 
here would be leas unnatural if the 
whole scene had really been laid at 
Artemision, and the Greeks had never 
uitted it (but simply drawn up their 
ships). The remark may be from the 
writer's own hand, perhaps a later in- 
sertion, but it is very clumsily made. 

An actual cult of Poseidon Σωτήρ does 
not appear to be here asserted, but only 
a customary title, ascribed to this 
orcasion, thongh just before worship 
is recorded. Even the title is not other- 
wise attested, for Hom. Hym. 22 can 
hardly he regarded as in point (3x64 
τοι, Ἐννοσίγαιε, θεοὶ τιμὴν ἐδάσαντο | 
ἵππων τε δμητῆρ᾽ ἔμεναι, σωτῆρά τε νηῶν). 


οὗ μὲν δὴ τὸ 198 
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σωτῆρος ἐπωνυμίην ἀπὸ τούτου ἔτι καὶ és τόδε νι 
of δὲ βάρβαροι, ὡς ἐπαύσατό τε ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ 
ς ἔστρωτο, κατασπάσαντες τὰς νέας ἔπλεον παρὰ τὴν 
κάμψαντες δὲ τὴν ἄκρην τῆς Μαγνησίης ἰθέαν ἔπλει 


κόλπον τὸν ἐπὶ Παγασέων φέροντα. 


ἔστε δὲ χῶρο 


κόλπῳ τούτῳ τῆς Μαγνησίης, ἔνθα λέγεται τὸν ᾿ 


5 παρὰ... ἔπλεον om. R 


There seems nothing very striking in 
the survival of the title ἔτι καὶ és τόδε, 
if by those words was merely meant 
the date of Hdt.’s composition, whether 
of the first or second hand. Centuries 
afterwards it would have been worth a 
gloseator’s while to mark it. 

4. of δὲ : the scene shifts 
back again to the Persian side, after the 
brief digression or excursus into the 
Greek naval camp, ο. 192. Hdt. is 
equally at home on both sides (cp. Thuc. 
5. 26. 5), and this alternation is part of 

τε. .καὶ.. : 
an illustration of the indifference of the 
tenses; for the stilling of the waves 
certainly did not precede the cesser of 
the wind, nor could Hdt. mean that 
(cp. c. 16 supra). But was the sea 
smooth by the fourth day ? 


5. « : ep. c. 188 supra 
ὅσοι μέν νυν... of δ᾽ ἔφθησαν τὸν χειμῶνα 


ἀνασπάσαντες τὰς νέας. According to 
this, many of the Persian ships must 
have been drawn up on shore, for Hdt. 
seems to regard all the »éas here in 
motion as having been 80 saved. 

παρὰ τὴν ἤπειρον: why is this, 
apparently so self-evident a point, speci- 
fied, unless there were, or had been, 
some ships commissioned to take a 
different route? cp. 8. 7 ἔξωθεν Σκιάθου. 
But op. also ἐξαναχθεῖσαι c. 194 infra. 

6. τὴν ἄκρην τῆς Μαγνησίης can 
hardly be simply the Σηπιὰς ἀκτή. But 
are we justified in crediting Hdt. with 
an accurate knowledge of the peculiar 
formation of the coast in that region, 
and in particular with a clear and correct 
conception of the inner landscape of the 
gulf of Volo? What evidence is there 
that Hdt., e.g., was aware how the coast 
lay from Sepias to Aphetae, or even 
knew of the existence of the peculiar 

montory which extends SW. from 
Magnesia and forms the lower side of 
the Pagasaian gulf, separating it from 
the Euboian channel? Hdt. appears to 


6 ἐθέαν : ἰθεῖαν codd. 8 


Mace that the pry δον 
esian ἄκρη and sai 

the gulf leading towards Pa 
Aphetai was probably ot 
gulf, although Hut. distin 
it inside. (Cp. note tnfra 
8. 18. 16 distinguishes Ma 
and Σηπιὰς ἄκρα, but this do 
us beyond Hdt. except that, 
mentions also Αἰάντιον, we can 
the Magnesian promontory 
point on the BR. (east) as ya 
galt of Volo (Cape Kavul 

ikeri). 

Hdt. does not take the P 
to Pagasai ; bat as he takes 
the Magnesian promontory i 
μων τι towards Pagassi, be 
to Aphetai, we may fairly « 
he conceived the Pagasasian ; 
farther east than is the a 
and if we are to maintain the 
in his case, between C. M: 
Aiantion, the former might 
identified with Cape Anaph: 
prominent projection on the 
of Magnesia (not far from Ol 

7. Hayacéey: notelsewher 
by Hdt., who here cannot 
locate it clearly, except at 
the gulf, which leads to it. 
while putting the Mayne 
‘Pelasgiotis’ puts Pagasai in 
—8. 13. 16,17. (But Ptole 
recognize any district of ‘ 
Strabo 436 (locus classicus 
reckon Payasai to ‘ Magnesiz 
haps Magnesia itself to Pelas 

uts it 90 stades from Phera 
it is the port) and 20 fr 
Skyvlax, Peripl. 64, 65, reck: 
under Θετταλία and Iolkos | 
νῆτες, which amounts to Ἢ 
Pagasai is nota ‘Magnesian’ 
siderable remains in the nei, 
of Volo have been identified 
the exact site (Leake, NV. G. 

8. τὸν Ἡρακλέα: 
literary reference, be it to p 
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καταλειφθῆναι ὑπὸ ἸἸήσονός te καὶ τῶν συνεταίρων ἐκ τῆς 
᾿Αργοῦς ἐπ᾿ ὕδωρ πεμφθέντα, εὖτ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ κῶας ὄπλεον ἐς το 
Alay τὴν Kodyida: ἐνθεῦτεν γὰρ ἔμελλον ὑδρευσάμενοι ἐς τὸ 


πέλαγος ἀφήσειν. 
᾿Αφεταί. 


ἐπὶ τούτου δὲ τῷ χώρῳ οὔνομα γέγονε 
ἐν τούτῳ ὧν ὅρμον οἱ ἘΞέρξεω ἐποιεῦντο. 
Πεντεκαίδεκα δὲ τῶν νεῶν τουτέων ἔὄτυχόν τε ὕσταται 194 


πολλὸν ἐξαναχθεῖσαι, καί κως κατεῖδον τὰς ἐπ’ ᾿Αρτεμισίῳ 


τῶν Ἑλλήνων νέας. 


ἔδοξάν τε δὴ τὰς σφετέρας εἶναι οἱ 





9 ἑταίρων an συνερετῶν ἴ van H. 


τὴν αἶαν β || τὴν κολχίδα om. B 
λέγεται RSV ἢ 194. 8 δὴ 


prose, or both. Hdt. is the oldest 
authority we have on the desertion or 
marooning of Herakles by the Argo- 
nautai; bat Pherekydes (of Leros? cp. 
Schaefer, Abrisz der Quellenkunde,* § 15, 
p. 15) may have been Hdt.’s authority 
for the story; cp. Miiller, F.H.G. 1. 
83 (Pherecyd. fr. 67)=Apollod. 1. 9. 19 
Φερεκύδης αὐτὸν ἐν ᾿Αφόέταις τῆς Θεσσαλίας 
ἀπολειφθῆναι λέγει, τῆς ᾿Αργοῦς φθεγ- 
ξαμένης μὴ δύνασθαι φέρειν τὸ τούτου 
Hdt. gives no reason: perhaps 
e draws the line at talking ships. 
According to the later, or prevalent, 
version, Herakles was left behind in 
Mysia, having gone to look for Hylas, 
who had been sent for water: Apollon. 
Rhod. 1. 12764. Hdt. is acquainted 
with the Argonaut legend in a highly 
developed form ; cp. 4. 179, where Jason 
and the Argo appear in Libya ; cp. also 
1. 2, where (Argo) appears as ἃ μακρὴ νηύς, 
Ala ἡ Kodxls is located on the Phasis, 
and Μηδείη the king’s daughter is named, 
though the κῶας is not there mentioned. 
Cp. also Ἂς. 197 infra. 

12. ἐπὶ τούτον. . ᾿Αφεταί : Hdt. en- 
dorses the view connecting the place- 
name with the circumstance that the 
Argonautai were about to start (ἀφιέναι 
τὴν ναῦν), as though the name had 
been given by anticipation (ἔμελλον 
εν (Did no one suggest that the 
ἄφεσις was the dismissal, or discharge, 
or desertion of Herakles?) The ety- 
mology may be correct; cp. the ἄφεσις 
in the Stadion or Hippodrome (ἡ ἄφεσις 
τῶν ἵππων Pausan. 6. 20. 10); cp. Reisoh 
sub v. Pauly-Wissowa i. 2715; and our 
‘Start’ (in the channel): the connexion 
with Jason and the Argo being, of course, 
mythical. Hdt. obviously avoids the 
Ionic ἀπήσειν in order not to spoil the 


10 xwias B: κώιας C 11 
12 ἀπήσειν Dindorf || γέγονε: 


om. @ 


point ; the etymology therefore is not of 
‘lonian ’ origin. 

18. ἐν . . ἐποιεῦντο: Hdt. dis- 
tinctly places Aphetai (a) ἐν ry κόλπῳ, 
(δ) τῆς Μαγνησίης. So Steph. B. πόλις 
τῆς Μαγνησίης Ἑλλάνικος (δῖ0) . . κεῖται 
δὲ ἐν τῷ Παγασητικῷ κόλπῳ. Strabo 486 

too far in putting it near (πλησίον) 
agasai, but it can harily be placed quite 
outside in the Trikeri channel. It is 
probably east of Aiantion, but perhaps 
not so far east as is represented on 
Kiepert’s last map (Formae xv.). As 
the promontory Poseideion marks the 
entrance to the gulf, Aphetai might be 
E. of Aianteion, and yet ἐν τῷ κόλπῳ. 
Sach a position would be eminently 
fitted forthe ‘Start.’ Lolling ap. Miiller, 
Handbuch iii. 147, actually identifies 
Aphetai with the shore of the deep in- 
dentation, or bay, between the pro- 
montory of Poseideion and Pteleon, that 
is, to the left as you enter the gulf of 
Volo: such a site is certainly not τῆς 
“νι might be taken to impl 
might taken to imply 
that the ships were not beached ; cp. c. 
188 supra τοῖσι οὕτω εἶχε ὅρμον. 

194. 2. ἐξαναχ' : ‘longiusinaltum 
evectae,’ 6. 98, ὃ. 84, Baekr: the others 
had rowed παρὰ τὴν ἤπειρον, c. 193 

3. of ι: Hdt. would perbaps 
have used the word in this counexion 
even if the ships had been manned by 
Greeks. It is not clear whether San- 
dokes commanded a ship or ships from 
Kyme, but there was one ship from 
Paphos, and at least one from Karia, 
among the fifteen. The squadron of 
Sandokes appears to have been rather a 
scratch lot. Perhaps it was composed of 
just the ships which happened, for one 
reason or other, to have been the last to 
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βάρβαροι καὶ πλέοντες ἐσόπεσον ἐς τοὺς πολερ 


ς ἐστρατήγεε ὁ ἀπὸ Κύμης τῆς Αἰολίδος ὕπαρχος Σ 


- 


@apaciov, τὸν δὴ πρότερον τούτων βασιλεὺς Δ 
αἰτίῃ τοιῇδε λαβὼν ἀνεσταύρωσε" ἐὼν τῶν βασιλ 


στέων ὁ 


Σανδώκης ἐπὶ χρήμασι ἄδικον 


δίκηι 


ἀνακρεμασθέντος ὧν αὐτοῦ, λογιζόμενος ὁ Δαρεῖ 
τοπλέω ἀγαθὰ τῶν ἁμαρτημάτων πεποιημένα ἐς 


4 éxecov B, Holder, van H.: ἔπεπεσον ds 
7 ἀνεσταύρωσε, ἐόντα τῶν βασιληίων δικαστί 


8 ὅτι ὁ 2 || ὁ Σανδώκης 560]. van H., Holder 


6 δὴ: δὲ β 
valg. 
om. @ 


t to sea; and Sandokes, happening to 
be a Persian, or the senior officer on 
board, was treated as στρατηγός. His 
στρατηγία is of a quite subordinate and, 

rhaps, occasional character: we cannot 
infer that the fleet had been re-arranged 
in squadrons of fifteen ships, of mixed 
origin, under Persian strategoi ! 

4. τῶν : the sentence is 
a little irregular, τῶν referring not to 
πολεμίους but to οἱ βάρβαροι or even to 
the πεντεκαίδεκα (vées). It may be taken 
as demonstrative rather than as relative. 
Perhaps the whole passage from τῶν 
down to διαφυγὼν ἔσεσθαι was not 
originally in this pericope: that would 
accouut, inter alia, for there being here 
no eh rete note on the office of 
‘Royal Judge.’ Such a note occurs in 
8. 31. The βασιλήιοι δικασταί are also, 
however, previously mentioned in 8. 14. 
The insertion of the note may be due to 
difference of source or relative importance 
of occasion ; but in any case the absence 
of the explanation here would be fully 
covered by the supposition that this 
anecdote of Dareios was a late insertion. 
Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

δ. ὁ ἀπὸ Κύμης τῆς Αἰολίδος ὅπ- 
αρχος : the title ὕπαρχος is certainly used 
of ‘Satraps’: e.g. of Oroites 3. 120, of 
Mitrobates 8. 126, of Aryandes 4. 166, 
Artaphrenes 5. 25, etc., but it is also 
used of any lieutenant, or under-governor ; 
so in Thuc. 8. 16. 3 ὧν ἦρχε Στάγης 
ὕπαρχος Τισσαφέρνους. Xenophon’s ac- 
count of Mania (Hellenics 8. 1. 10 ff.) 
especially illustrates the point. Her 
husband Zenis, of Dardanos, had been 
‘satrap’ of ‘Aiolis’: she applies to 
Pharnabazos, on the death of her 
husband, to be made ‘satrap’ in his 
room, and Pharnabazos, himself the 
‘satrap’ in Daskyleion, decided τὴν 


5 6 (ante 


γυναῖκα σατραπεύειν. T 
governed the district, an 
gratitude to Pharnabazos b 
ὁπότε ἐκεῖνος els τὴν xW, 
πολὺ πάντων τῶν ὑπάρχω; 
ἥδιστα ἐδέχετο αὐτόν. Xe 
quite accurate in speakin 
of Aiolis,’ but Sandokes 
much the same position 
that occupied by Mania in 

tba ee ranegs 

rygia, and resident in 
ξανδόκης ὁ 


known of Thamasios, or T 
has a Greek-looking name 
(could it be connected wit 
nor of Sandokes himself, 
here recorded. There seen 
several anecdotes current 
Royal Justices of Persia : 
more grisly illustration 
King’s care for judicial pu 
Kambyses in 5. 25. The 
are also illustrative of 
methods of Kambyses and 
6. πρότερον τούτων: a 
fluous note of time in th 
rbhaps it has come over, ᾿ 
ote, from the source, wh 
may have referred to some 
7. ἀνεσταύρωσε: cruci: 
posure at the stake, wa 
Orientalism ; cp. c. 33 8 
6. 80, Thuc. 1. 110. 3, a 
lingering and terrible deat 
τῶν βασιληίων Sixa 
position explained 8. 31. 
5. 25. The fact that it 
for granted does not sup 
 aesiay of the prior cc 
ks. 7-9 (Introduction, 88 
be reconciled therewith ; s: 
10. οἶκον τὸν βασιλήις 
By Persian law, according t 
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βασιλήιον" εὑρὼν δὲ τοῦτο ὁ Δαρεῖος, καὶ γνοὺς ὡς ταχύτερα 
αὐτὸς ἢ σοφώτερα ἐργασμένος εἴη, ἔλυσε. βασιλέα μὲν δὴ 
Δαρεῖον οὕτω διαφυγὼν μὴ ἀπολέσθαι περιῆν, τότε δὲ ἐς 
τοὺς Ἕλληνας καταπλώσας ἔμελλε οὐ τὸ δεύτερον διαφυγὼν 
«περι» ἔσεσθαι" ὡς γὰρ σφέας εἶδον προσπλέοντας οἱ “Ἕλληνες, 15 
μαθόντες αὐτῶν τὴν γινομένην ἁμαρτάδα, ἐπαναχθέντες εὐπετέως 
σφέας εἷλον. ἐν τουτέων μιῇ ᾿Αρίδωλις πλέων ἤλω, τύραννος 195 
᾿Αλαβάνδων τῶν ἐν Καρίῃ, ἐν ἑτέρῃ δὲ ὁ Πάφιος στρατηγὸς 
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Πενθύλος ὁ Anpovoou, ὃς ἦγε μὲν δυώδεκα νέας ἐκ Πάφου, 


11 ὁ Δαρεῖος secl. van H. 
Δαρεῖον secl, van H. 


ἔσεσθαι Stein!?: ἥδεσθαι Madvig: ἀθῷος ἔσεσθαι Cobet 
2 ὁ Πάφιος στρατηγὸς abesse aut ὁ Παφίων στρατηγὸς 


ἄρδωλις B 


12 ἐργασάμενος α || δὴ om. β 18 
15 περιέσεσθαι Reiske, (Naber), van H., Stein® : 


195. 1 


vult van H.: eadem haec aut ὁ Πάφιος scribend. cens. Kallenberg 


a λογισμός of this kind was in order. 
of is perhape rather ethical dative than 
of agency (=vx' αὐτοῦ Stein). 

11. is ae αὐτὸς 4 : the 
αὐτός would not have been necessary if 
the sentence had happened torun: ἔγνω 
ταχύτερα ἣ σοφώτερα épyacuévos. The 
double comparative is of course idiom- 
atic ; cp. Madvig § 98. 

12. εἴη is middle (as from 
ἐργάζεσθαι) ; optative, as representing the 
mind of Dareios, not presenting the 
opinion of the historian, or the mere 
matter of fact; pluperfect, but with a 
continuance of the state, or aspect of the 
πο 8 τ; 80 ee as the ἘΠ was left 
on the paling. A it. 

14. ἔμελλε, οὐ ἐν δεύτερον 
“«-πκερι- ἐσεσθαι: the emendation has 
destroyed a curiosity in the use of 
substantive verb and aorist participle. 
Materially, on Herodotean principles, it 
was too much to expect that any man 
should have two such escapes. But cp. 
App. Crit. 

15. ὡς yap: in this sentence σφέας, 
αὐτῶν, and the second σφέας must sure] 
all refer to the same antecedent, whic 
must, strictly speaking, be ol βάρβαροι 
away up in |. 3 as the masculine προσ- 
πλέοντας requires. The observation 
re rts the view that the anecdote just 
told is an interpolation. 

16. ἁμαρτάς is an Ionian form, not 


differing apparently in sense from ἁμαρτία 
(8. 140). . ἁμάρτημα just above. 
195. 1. ἐν Ay): 86. τῶν πεντε- 


καίδεκα νεῶν c. 194 ad init. 
᾿Αρίδωλις. . τύραννος ᾿Αλαβάνδων 
VOL I PT. I 


τ. ἐν Κα. Of Aridolis nothing is known, 
but he bears presumably a native name, 
and is dynast in a Karian city of 
importance. His fate has a natural 
interest for the Halikarnassian. Of the 
identity and site of Alabanda (= Arab- 
hissar) there is no doubt. Op. Sir 
C. Wilson's Asia Minor (Murray's Habk.), 
Route 39, p. 116. The ruins cover an 
area 1 mile long, 4 mile wide: all the 
walls are of granite. Strabo 660-1 
describes the site. It is up the valley 
of the Marsyas (8 hours from <Atdin) : 
in fact in the territory, which was the 
scene of some fighting in the Ionian 
revolt (5. 118), though Alabanda is not 
mentioned in that connexion. Steph. 
B. sub v. says the name is Karian, 
meaning ‘Horse-victory’ (ala- banda). 
The hero Alabandos (‘Iwwé»«os) was 
devoutly worshipped there in the days 
of Cicero (de nat. Deor. 3. 50); but that 
did not apparently lead the inhabitants 
to pay their debts promptly (Cic. ad F. 
18. 56). They had the reputation of 
being rich and luxurious (cp. Strabo, 
Steph. B.). Does Hdt. mean by τῶν ἐν 
Kaply that there was more than one city 

of the name? Cp. 8. 186. 
8. Πενθύλος ὁ Anpovdov: both sire 
and son have thoroughly Greek names, 
but are unknown to fame. The form 
Πενθίλος is more common. Hdt. nowhere 
else expressly refers to Paphos. Strabo 
688 distinguishes Παλαίπαφος, ten stades 
distant from the sea, and containing 
ἱερὸν ἀρχαῖον τῆς Παφίας ᾿Αφροδίτης, from 
ἜΣ κτίσμα ᾿Αγαπήνορος, a city, 60 
es distant, with a good harbour. 

U 
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ἀποβαλὼν δὲ σφέων τὰς ἕνδεκα τῷ χειμῶνι τῷ 
ς κατὰ Σηπιάδα, μιῇ τῇ περυγενομένῃ καταπλέων ἐπ᾽ ᾿, 


ἥλω. 


τούτους οἱ “EdAnves ἐξιστορήσαντες τὰ 


πυθέσθαι ἀπὸ τῆς ἘΞέρξεω στρατιῆς, ἀποπέμπουσι 


ἐς τὸν Κορινθίων ἰσθμόν. 


Ὃ μὲν δὴ ναυτικὸὲ ὁ τῶν βαρβάρων στρατ 


τῶν πεντεκαίδεκα νεῶν τῶν 


ἀπίκοντο ἐς ᾿Αφετάς. 


εἶπον Σανδώκεα σΊ 


ἘΞξέρξης δὲ καὶ ὁ πεζὸς mop 


Θεσσαλίης καὶ ᾿Αχαιίης ἐσβεβληκὼς Fw καὶ δὴ 


6 4B || ἠβούλοντο a 
νεῶν om, ἃ: νηῶν ut passim z 
4 ἀχαΐης R || δὴ om. C 


Pausan. 8. 5. 2 tells the story of its 
foundation by the Arkadian leader, on 
which connexion cp. c. 90 supra. 

ἦγε, ‘ was leader of ..’; the loss of 
eleven-twelfths of his squadron suggests 
that perhaps the Greek contingents 
suffered more heavily than the Phoenician 
in ‘the storm off Sepias’ (cc. 188 ff.). 

6. ἐξ yres : how much of these 
inquiries e its way into the general 
tradition of the wart The Paphian 
would be apt to give a very highly 
coloured account of the storm. Could 
the Greeks have learnt the exact composi- 
tion and leading of the Persian fleet 
from these captives? and been assured 
of the plan of joint action between army 
and fleet? perhaps have learnt of the 
despatch of the squadron round Euboia 
(8. ay The construction is regular 
(ἐξιστ. τινά τι). Suidas must have thought 
there was something peculiar in the 
word, as he has a gloss on it ; but the 
use of dard is peculiar. 

8. τὸν Κορινθίων ἰσθμόν. Why is 
Κορινθίων added? The Isthmos has 
been mentioned supra, oc. 139, 172, 178, 
175, 177, without an such qualification 
or description. Each of those notices 
occurs in which on other 
grounds have been recognized as of later 
composition and insertion. If they 
were away, this would be the first 
mention of the Isthmus in these Books. 
Op. Introduction, § 9. Yet perhaps this 
observation is hardly needed to account 
for the specification here. Kither the 

risoners were ‘interned’ in Korinth 
itself, and so the Korinthians are here 
mentioned; or possibly, without the 
local specification, ‘the isthmos’ might 
have suggested some place in the 


196. 1 ὁ del. Schaefer, van 


3 ἀπίκετο Bdsz, Hold 


neighbourhood of Artemisio 
it 19 ἃ mere matter of sot 
Hdt. here follows au Asiar 
specification is natural. ( 
tion, § 10. 
᾿ 196. 2. εἶπον : this is pr 
rst person singular, no 
plural, and refers back to 
use of 1 aor. as in c. 11 & 
εἶπα) or as in 4. 44 τοὺς 1 
ἃ more exact radar 
avoided the ambiguity. 
passage in c. 194 supra, ri 
arh., is, as above sugges 
insertion, then this εἶπο 
referred to a statement of 
just sent to the isthmus of . 

8. πορευθείς : in the ac 
transitive verb; cp. Thu 
ἐτύγχανε yap τότε ᾿Ισχαγόρι 
μόνιος στρατιὰν μέλλων πεζῇ 
Βρασίδαν. 

4. Θεσσαλίης: cp. c. 
where Thessaly is all vollow 
and distinct from Achaia. 

phical justification for th 
18 beautifully shown on G. 
map, Graecta, Murray, Lon 
"Axauys. Hdt. us 
᾿Αχαιίη c. 94 supra of the Ε 
region once populated by 
8. 78, 9. 26, 1. 145), and sc 
infra 8. 36. He uses the 
in c. 173 supra, no less | 
(mountainous) region on t 
gulf, the southern district 
or the district south of ΤΊ 
which he distinguishes Ach 
This is the district named 
56; for though Hdt. now 
uses the term ᾿Αχαιίη Φθιι 
term "Axatol of Φθιῶται oc 
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és Μηλεέας, ἐν Θεσσαλίῃ μὲν ἅμιλλαν ποιησάμενος ἵππων, 5 
τῆς «τε ἑωυτοῦ ἀποπειρώμενος καὶ τῆς Θεσσαλῆς ἵππου, 
πυθόμενος ὡς ἀρίστη εἴη τῶν ἐν “Ἕλλησι: ἔνθα δὴ αἱ 
Ἑλληνίδες ἵπποι ἐλείποντο πολλόν. τῶν μέν νυν ἐν Θεσσαλίῃ 
ποταμῶν Ὀνόχωνος μοῦνος οὐκ ἀπέχρησε τῇ στρατιῇ τὸ ῥέεθρον 
πινόμενος" τῶν δὲ ἐν ᾿Αχαιίῃ ποταμῶν ῥεόντων οὐδὲ ὅστις το 
μέγιστος αὐτῶν ἐστι ᾿Ἤπιδανός, οὐδὲ οὗτος ἀντέσχε εἰ μὴ 
φλαύρως. 

Ἐς ἴΑλον δὲ τῆς ᾿Αχαιίης ἀπικομένῳ ἘΞέρξῃ οἱ κατη- 197 


5 μὲν: δὲ 8 6 τε add. Stein? || Θεσσαλῆς van H., Stein®: 
Θεσσαλίης Stein!2, Holder: ‘nonne OecoaAcxys?’ Bekker 7 ai om. 


Ο || δὴ aidAAnvides R 8 ἐλείποντο Bekker: ἐλίποντο 9 ὀνό. 
xoves B || ἐπέχρησε θ 
αὐτῶν 8B: αὐτέων ἐστὶ z 
γεμόνες .. ἐξηγέεσθαι om. 8 


182 supra, in the list of medizing 
Hellenes), and he elsewhere (2. 98) makes 
‘Phthios’ the son of ‘ Achaios.’ He no- 
where expressly explains the relation, 
if any, between the two Achaias, and 
the two sets of Achaians, but as the 
Achaians are (with him) one of the 
autochthonous folks of Peloponnesos (8. 
78) he probably thought of the Achaians 
of Phthiotis as immigrants. (Immigrants 
they may have been, but not so surely, 
not 80 lately, as the Achaians in Pelo- 
ponnesos; cp. J. B. Bury, J.H.8. xv. 
τεὴν efieBhnede ἣν καὶ δὴ τριταῖος ἐν 
κ ν κα ἴος 

ἹΜηλιέωφ: ἫΝ when ra νι reached 
Aphetai, Xerxes had been alread 

in ‘Melis’ three days (not that it too 

him only three days to through 
Thessaly and Achaia). ere is, how- 
ever, the ambiguity left, that the days 
may be reckoned inclusively, or ex- 
clusively: in the one case Xerxes might 
have been only one clear day in 18 ; 
in the other, the day of the fleet’s arrival 
at Aphetai might the fourth, if not 
the fifth, since the arrival of Xerxes. 
For the Chronology cp. Appendix V. 


8 4. 

ἐσβεβληκὼς fv is not a simple 
pluperfect, but marks the accomplish- 
ment of a previous action or condition, 
the effects of which are still operative 
at the time of the [adie action. This 
fine distinction was doubtless lost in the 
case of those verbs which could not con- 
veniently form perfects and pluperfects 
{at least in the passive) ; but it should 


10 ὄσπερ B 
197. 1 ἄλλον Be: ἅλον ἃ || of κατη- 


11 ὁ μέγωτος C || ἐστιν 


be felt in the case of verbs not 80 ibaa 
stricken. Here ἐσβεβλήκεε would hardly 
give the same sense. 

The Μηλὶς γῇ is described in the next 
chapter. 

7. al “EX ἵπποι ἑλαίποντο 
πολλόν : if this is true, and the competi- 
tion was a bona fide one, it speaks volumes 
for the management of the Persian 
cavalry and remount department. The 
story is not from a Thessalian source. 
The sporting instinct in Xerxes is 
another redeeming trait in the king’s 
character. Hdt. seems to represent 
Xerxes as having instituted the dp-\Aa on 
this occasion. e fourteenth Epinikion 
of Bakchylides proves the existence of a 
local festival in Thessaly, with chariot 
races, in honour of Poseidon Petraios, 
and perhaps this festival was in progress 
when Xerxes suggested a race for 
sahara men. 

9. ᾿ονόχωνος : cp. c. 129 supra. 

11. "HwBavds : oh c. 129 supra. If 
the readings are correct, the variation in 
the spelling would be a good indication 
- a difference ἐῶν ᾿Β gta and 

is passage is plainly from the Ionian. 

On the rivers that failed cp. o 21 


supra. 

197. 1. ἐξ "Αλον δὲ ᾿Αχαιίηξ : 
ep. 6. 178 supra. The position of Alos 
or Halos, in ‘ Achaia’ is clear] marked 
by Strabo 433, on a hill to the south, 
above τὸ Κρόκιον πεδίον, close to the 
river Amphrysos, 60 stades from Itonos. 
Its exact site is identified ; cp. Bursian, 
Geogr. d. Griechenl. i. 78 ; Lolling ap. 


γεμόνες τῆς ὁδοῦ βουλόμενοι τὸ πᾶν ἐξηγέεσθαι 
ἐπιχώριον λόγον, [τὰ περὶ τὸ ἱρὸν τοῦ Λαφυστί 
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ἢ 
( 
, 


3 ἐπιχώριοι R || τὰ περὶ. . Διός ut glossema sustulerim || é 


ras, || ἀφλυστίον BPs 


I. Miller, Handbuch, iii. 147. The name 
is probably to be connected with a salt- 
spring (still in existence) and not with 
the epon Alos, the faithful hand- 
maid of Athamas, nor with the wander- 
ings (4\») of that hero himself (Steph. 
Bt Xenvce reall passed through Hal 
erxes throug 08, 
he proven, took the coast-route from 
Larissa via Pherai, Thebai, Halos, Ptelion, 
Alope, Lamia, to Trachis. In that case, 
if he had all his army with him, they 
could not have drunk the waters of 
Onochonos and Apidanos. In _ fact, 
Persian columns will probably have 
marched by each route, but it would 
seem more natural for Xerxes to have 
taken the main route, via Pharsalos and 
Thaumakoi. It may be that Hdt. takes 
Xerxes to Halos in order to get an 
sat ΤΣ of repeating the Athamantid 
n 
μὰ ol κα ves τῆς ὁδοῦ: cp. c. 128 
supra. Here they would be Thessalians 
(Achaians) ; they wish ΔΡΡΑΤΘΠΕΙΣ to be 
leaders all round, to lead the way in 
everything (rd πᾶν, cp. c. 50 supra, ἐπὶ 
τῷ αἰεὶ ἐπεσφερομένῳ πρήγματι τὸ πᾶν 
ὁμοίως ἐπιλέγεσθαι) ; or perhaps to act 
in a double ot not merely as 
local guides, but as religious authorities. 
is one of Hat.’s little ironies 
(cp. his jest at Aristagoras’s expense, 5. 
49 ad f. Cp. also 4. 36). 

3. ἐπιχώριον λόγον : there is nothing 
in this formula to prove that Hdt. 
himself visited the spot, or heard the 
Athamantid legend ὑπ loco. Two or 
three reasons would convince him that 
it was an ἐπιχώριος λόγος : (a) the nature 
of the case ; (ὁ) the fact that Xerxes (as 
he believed) heard it at Halos. Also 
possibly Hdt. was aware that (c) another 
version of the story was current at 
Orchomenos, or in Boiotia, where there 
was an ‘Athamantian’ plain, a shrine 
of Zeus Laphystios, and various Atha- 
manian or Athamantian settlements (cp. 
Pausan. 9. 34. 5). Perhaps the Boiotian 
version had received most literary atten- 
tion before Hdt., but it is not likely 
that the Thessalian, or rather Achaio- 
Athamanian, was unreported until Hat. 


set it down here: the two, 
ultimately no doubt identic 
Aischylos, Sophokles, ἃ] 
each wrote tragedies upon 
and the first two iat age 
composition (cp. Nauck, 
"AOduas, Ppltos, and the 
Sophokles ap. Aristoph. ( 
But the dramatists, of cou 
the first to introduce the 
literature. The Boiotians, 
Pindar among the poets, an 
among the ‘logographers, 


with the myths of Phrix 
Ino, Athamas. (Cp. Phere! 
562-55, F.H.G. i. 86.) H 


here agree with Pherekydes 
The myth, in its variou 
of course, to be detached : 
of Zeus Laphystios, with 
been amalgamated, and fi 
may, in part, have been t 
rived. he permanent v 
passage in Hdt. lies in i 
the an en 
v τοί 
Διός. These words sup | 
title, which some wou 
athetize as a gloss. The 
Laphystion was in Boiotia 
me | a sacrarium), but thi 
no doubt, one at Halos. 
means ‘devourer,’ ‘ glutton 
(λαφύσσειν, λαφυγμός ; 
‘plunder,’ spoils taken in 
haps a war-god?). Etym 
the word as a name of [ 
Chios and Tenedos a man 
pieces as a sacrifice to Dior 
(ὠμάδιος) in ancient times 
abstin. 2. 55. Themistok] 
to have immolated three h 
to Dionysos before Salan 
Them. 18. Λαφρία, a tit 
(Pausan. 4. 31. 7) and ev 
(Lycophron 356), as of Hi 
Addpos), may be akin t 
The cult and ritual of Ze 
Arkadia comes nearest to 
Λαφύστιος, and is couplec 
Platon. Afinos 5. L. | 
of the Greek States, i. 98 
J. G. Frazer and Robert 
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ως 


thinking that ‘‘the human offering” 
was ‘probably not the primitive fact” 
in ‘tthe Hellenic cults of Zeus.” This 
view looks like a survival of the idealistic 
tendency, but might be saved, even for 
strict historical criticism, by discovering 
that the ᾿Αθαμᾶνες were not ‘ Hellenes, 
and that the cult was ‘ prae-Hellenic.’ 
Stein observes that Zeus Λαφύστιος had, 
‘‘like the Jehovah of the Old Testament 
and the Moloch and Melkart of the 
Phoenicians, a right to all the first-fruits, 
first - born” — mankind not excepted. 
Zeus Lykaios was probably the wore : 
but what is there to show that Zeus 
Laphystios was the ram-god? (except 
perha the cult ? cp. 1. 14 sn/ra), or that 
in each case the human victim is not as 
primitive as the theanthropic animal ἴ 


4. ᾿Αθάμας ὁ Alddov: this genealogy 
is Hesiodic (Fr. 25) but not Homeric. 
The older tradition, or theory, made 


Athamas a son of Minyas (cp. Thraemer, 
Pergamos, 189, 141), Le. not even an 
‘Aiolian.’ Hdt. of course accepts the 
Hesiodic genealogy, Ἢ which Alolos is 
one of the sons of Hellen. (He need 
not have gone direct to Hesiod therefor; 
but he was not unacquainted with the 
Boiotian ; cp. 2. 53, 4. 32.) Escher is 
no doubt right in regarding Athamas as 
the eponym of the ᾿Αθαμᾶνες, with Fick- 
Bechtel, Gr. Personennamen?, 419 (ep. 
Pauly-Wissowa, ii. 1933). The Athamanes 
in historic times were a clearly recogniz- 
able folk in 8. Epeiros, on the western 
side of Pindos, between the Molossi and 
Thessaly, on the upper waters of the 
Acheloos or Inachos, who, like many of 
their neighbours, enjoyed more import- 
ance, at least for a time, during Roman 
than during Hellenic history ; cp. Bursian, 
Geogr. v. Griechenl. i. pp. 89f., Ober- 
hummer, Akarnanien, and ap. Pauly- 
Wissowa ii. 1928. : 
ηχανήσατο Φρίξῳ μόρον σὺν 
*Ivot B.: according to this account 
Athamas himself was the criminal, who 
lotted with Ino (daughter of Kadmos), 
his second wife, against Phrixos (and 
Helle, cp. c. 58 supra), his son (and 
daughter, by his former wife Nephele). 
According to Pherekydes, Phrixos offered 
himself voluntarily as a sacrifice to avert 
the famiue which was afflicting the land. 
Hdt. seems to say that Phrixos was 
actually slain. Is ‘Phrixos,’ by the 
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᾿Αθάμας ὁ Αἰόλον ἐμηχανήσατο Φρίξῳ μόρον σὺν ‘Ivor 
βουλεύσας, μετέπειτα δὲ ὡς ἐκ 


θεοπροπίου ᾿Αχαιοὶ προτιθεῖσε 5 


way, the heat (φρυγ-), or the cold (φριγ-), 
or the ‘corn-spirit’ (/fruz, 43), OF 


‘the fugitive’ (gevy-)? Or perhaps all 
four ! 


5. μετέπειτα: the date is purely 
vague; but a considerable time may, 


and indeed must be thought to have 
elapsed ; see further below. 

ἐκ θοοπροπίον : presumably Delphic, 
ry arcane as it is obtained by the 
‘Achaians.’ This is apparently the 
second of the two oracles mentioned. 


᾿Αχαιοί: the ificance of this 
name here has not sig Lagi 
The ‘Achaians’ in Thessaly are (in 


Hdt.’s view) invaders, conquerors, new- 
comers (cp. c. 196 supra). This ‘Achaian’ 
proposition, or ordinance, therefore, re- 
presents a new departure, and a duty 
or obligation (&e@Aos) imposed upon the 
‘ Aiolian’ stock (τοῦ γένεος τούτον) for 
the sins of its ancestor. 

That Hdt. (in his source) has fully and 
correctly understood the nature of the 
‘Achaian’ ordinance for the ‘ Aiolian’ 
clan cannot be admitted. According to 
this account the Achaians actually desire 
the human sacrifice of Athamas himself 
(op. infra), and, at some subsequent 
time, ordain a liability of the first-born 
in the Aiolian, or Athaman, house to be 
sacrificed. The truth has been inverted. 
The new departure, made by the Achaians, 
is plainly a limitation of haman sacrifice, 
not its institution ; they make a way to 
escape; if only a certain ‘taboo is 
observed the victim is safe. Perhaps 
they go even further, and substitute a 
‘pomp,’ a ‘ceremony,’ and a vicarious 
sacrifice (of an animal) for the human 
victim; but this is not quite clearly 
indicated. 

This correction of the Herodotean 
account is justified (a) by the general 
San der of religious history, (δ) by the 
myth of Phrixos and Helle itself, which 
(i.) presupposes the earlier existence of 
such human sacrifices ; (ii.) contains the 
datum of the substituted animal (the 
ram). The antitheses, however, between 
Aiolian and Achaian we cannot accept 
(any more than the antithesis between 
Achaian and Hellenic) ; and though un- 
doubtedly Thessaly (and Boiotia) wit- 
nessed the immigration of foreigners, 
and various changes or mixtures of 
population, the incomers will hardly 
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τοῖσι ἐκείνου 
γένεος τούτου 
ληίτον αὐτοὶ 
“πρυτανήιον οἱ 


᾿Αχαιοί. 
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ἀπογόνοισι ἀέθλους τοιούσδε" ὃς 
πρεσβύτατος, τούτῳ ἐπιτάξαντες ἔρ' 
φυλακὰς ἔχουσι. 
ἣν δὲ ἐσέλθῃ, οὐκ ἔστι ᾿ 


δὲ καὶ 


λήιτον 


10 πρὶν ἢ θύσεσθαι μέλλῃ ὥς 7 ἔτι πρὸς τούτοι 


τούτων 


ἤδη 


τῶν μελλόντων θύσεσθαι 


δείσαντε 





6 ἂν «αἰεὶ; Naber, van H. 
εἴργεσθαι a: εἴργεσθαι ἃ 
Stein! 


7 ἔργεσθαι P(SV)s: 


8 Anirov Valckenaer: spur 
9 of om. B, Holder || εἰσέλθη B 


10 pedrc 


RV || ὥς τ᾽ ἔτι Schaefer: ds τέ τι PSdz: ὥστε τι ABC: ὥστε 
τούτων τῶν μελλόντων a: τούτων μελλόντων RV, Holder: τῶ 
S: τῶν μελλόντων τούτων Ῥ, Gaisf. (τῶν μελλόντων rovr 


τούτων, ‘quo tendit varietas,’ aut rav . . 


delenda cens. van H. 


have been more civilized and humane 
than the pre-existing population. In 
any case we are not (at present) justified 
in regarding the ameliorations introduced 
into the cult of Zeus Laphystios as proof 
of race-differences, or as more than 1llus- 
trations of the general improvement of 
ideas and institutions during the ‘ Hel- 


lenic’ period. 

7. ἔργεσθαι τοῦ Anlrov: there seems 
to be something ‘ political’ in this taboo 
or excommunication of the first-born 
from the Prytaneion (Aero, cf. ληός, 
Amroupyla, etc.; the Achaians would 
probably have called it Adiroy). Is it 

ible that the modification of custom, 

y which the first-born was allowed to 
live, on condition of keeping out of the 
Prytaneion, was connected with a politi- 
cal revolution, or change, the abolition, 
perhaps, of monarchy, or the limitation 
of the rights and privileges of some 
house, or houses, in the community, 
which had indeed furnished the victims, 
but also enjoyed other and material 
advantages ἴ 

9. ἣν δὲ ἐσέλθῃ. . σὺν πομπῇ Gax- 
θείς : this whole passage is obscure, and 
apparently unsound. (a) The mainten- 
ance of the oratio obliqua, or rather its 
resumption, confuses the expression: os 
(és or ter), vro, resuming apper- 
ently τὸ πᾶν ἐξηγέεσθαι supra, in the 
sense ‘they related,’ and thrown in 


parenthetically ; (5) the ambiguity of 
the phrases, πρὶν ἢ Cicer Bar Ἢ and 
«πολλοὶ τούτων τῶν μελλόντων θύσεσθαι ; 


(c) the apparent inconsequence that the 
victim is merely bound τοῦ ληίτου ἔργεσθαι, 
and yet that many have fled the country, 


θύσεσθαι, ‘quod suac 


and on their return hav 
and taken to the Prytanei 
ently thereafter sacrificed 
other obscurities, but not] 
plexing than (d) the at 
reason or motive why the 
not keep clear of the Pryte 
if he has fled the count: 
return and be caught. H 
self visited Halos, and sti 
an Ort und Stelle, one x 
less perplexing muddle. 
Stein has found a way Οἱ 
He supposes that the first-b 
(if he wished to be recogni: 
citizen) to try to get in 
caught (on his coming o 
was the ἄθλος. If he si 
and ; his franchis: 
But if he failed, and fell ; 
of the guards, then he wa 
next festival of the god, 
out to the altar, there an 
was substituted, and the r 


escape. 

Hdt. undoubtedly says: 
cases the man is sacrific 
nothing about the sub 
Human sacrifice is well 
various parts of Greece i 
period: Ps.-Plato, Minos 3 
the Athaman sacrifice as 
sisting. Cp. also Aristopl 

11, τῶν μελλόντων 
what has just gone befor 
seems to imply that the me 
the λήιτον notwithstandi 
But if so, as there is no ge 
ἢ θύσεσθαι μέλλῃ, how d 
θύσεσθαι (passive, of course 
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ἀποδράντες és ἄλλην χώρην, χρόνου δὲ προϊόντος ὀπίσω 
κατελθόντες ἣν ἁλίσκωνται ἐστέλλοντο ἐς τὸ πρυτανήιον᾽ 
ὡς θύεταί τε [ἐξηγέοντο] στέμμασι πᾶς πυκασθεὶς καὶ ὡς 
σὺν πομπῇ ἐξαχθείς. ταῦτα δὲ πάσχουσι οἱ Κυτισσώρου 
τοῦ Φρίξον παιδὸς ἀπόγονοι, Score καθαρμὸν τῆς χώρης 
ποιευμένων ᾿Αχαιῶν ἐκ θεοπροπίον ᾿Αθάμαντα τὸν Αἰόλου 
καὶ μελλόντων μὲν θύειν ἀπικόμενος οὗτος ὁ Κντίσσωρος ἐξ 


Αἴης τῆς Κολχίδος ἐρρύσατο, ποιήσας δὲ τοῦτο τοῖσι ἐπι- 


13 ἁλίσκονται R || ἐστέλλοντο : ἐσελθόντες β, Holder, van H., alii || 


πρντανήιον : μαντήιον CPmarg. 


Sitzler, Stein® || στέμμασί «τε; van H. || ws del. Sitzler, van H. 
18 κτίσωρος C 


σὺν om. 8 16 φρύξου ἁ 
Κολχίδος del. van H. || ἐρύσατο C 


their fright (δείσαντες) to get them away 
into another country? Does terror give 
them wings, and do they break out of 
the λήιτον  ΟΥ do they give their guards 
the slip as they are to the altar! 
And is this escape, perhaps, connived 
at? is it only if caught a second time 
that the Athaman is sacrificed in grim 
reality ? 

14. στέμμασι was πυκασθείς, ‘thickly 
enveloped in wool-fillets’— perhaps to 
represent the ram; though Hdt. does 
not seem to make the point. 

15. Κντισσώρον τοῦ Φρίξον: as 
Phrixos has a son, the plot of Ino and 
Athamas had failed. Hdt. has left out 
the miraculous preservation of Phrixos 
(and Helle). owever, lower down is 
implied the story of Phrixos’ flight to 
Aia, as he returns thence to Halos in 
time to rescue his grandfather. Phrixos 
had escaped on the ram to Kolchis; his 
sister Helle dropped off into the Helles- 

nt. (We must come down to Apollod. 

tblioth. 1. 9 for all this, who tells it 
as a Boiotian tale.) There he offered the 
ram to Ζεὺς Φύξιος, gave the golden fleece 
(cp. τὸ κῶας α. 198 supra) to Aietes, and 
roarried the king’s daughter (not Medeia, 
but) Chalkiope (χρύσεα χαλκείων 1) and 
had by her (four sons, Argos, Melas, 
Phrontis, and the youngest) ‘Kytisoros.’ 
Kéra, Κύταια, cp. Steph. B. sub v. πόλις 
Κολχικὴ πατρὶς Μηδείας. Identified with 
Khutaissi, capital of the province of 
Imireti, in Pauly, Encyki. i1. (1842) p. 
806, ie. in Latin, Cutatisium. Here 


Hdt. sets in again. 

16. ταϑαρμῦν. 8 ‘ purification ’ or puri- 
ficatory sacrifice. The scholiast on 
Aristophanes, Knés. 1188 ἔτρεφον γάρ 


14 τε 5860]. van H. || ἐξηγέοντο del. 
16 
19 αἴης A || τῆς 


τινας ᾿Αθηναῖοι Nay ἀγεννεῖς καὶ dx phorovs 
καὶ ἐν καιρῷ συμφορᾶς τινος ἐπελθούσης τῇ 
πόλει, λοιμοῦ λόγω ἣ τοιούτου τινός, ἔθνον 
τούτου: ἕνεκα τοῦ καθαρθῆναι τοῦ pudoparos. 
ofs καὶ ἑἐπωνόμαζον καθάρματα. If at 
Athens, why not at Halos, where, how- 
ever, they offered of their best? This, 
by the way, is an ‘ Achaian’ rite. 

17. ἐκ : Delphi, presum- 
ably, again. is is hardly the same re- 
sponse as the one above, but apparently 
aired to that ; and so in the narrative a 
πρότερον ὕστερον. 

᾿Αθάμαντα τὸν Αἰόλον: the re- 
sda of the patronymic is here natural, 
or we are here in the third generation, 
and without the patronymic might easily 
suppose a second Athamas. Athamas, 
the father of Phrixos, is now himself the 
victim. How this has come about Hat. 
does not explain. Either there was a 
variant, according to which Athamas 
himself was the original victim; or 
there has been a renewed curse on the 
country, for which Athamas himeelf is to 
suffer ; or this is really another Athamas, 
the head of the clan for the time being, 
and the patronymic is misleading. 

19. (in the Athamas of 
Sophokles Herakles rescued Athamas: 
Schol. Aristoph. Clds. 257). How this 
deliverance was effected, by force or 
fraud, no one seems to know; anyway, 
it provoked a μῆνις, and it is hereon, or 
hereafter, that ἐκ θεοπροπίου ᾿Αχαιοὶ 
«ροτιθεῖσι τοῖσι ἐκείνον ἀπογόνοισι ἀέθλους 
τοιούσδε, vide l. 5 supra. Hdt.’s method 
of narrating the myth is not clear, but 
it is not quite so desperately confused 
as his description of the cult. For the 
myth he no doubt had literary authority ; 
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20 γενομένοισι ἐξ ἑωυτοῦ μῆνιν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐνέβαλε. Ἐ 
ταῦτα ἀκούσας ὡς κατὰ τὸ ἄλσος ἐγίνετο, αὐτός τ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ τῇ στρατιῇ πάσῃ παρήγγειλε, τῶν τε ‘A 
ἀπογόνων τὴν οἰκίην ὁμοίως καὶ τὸ τέμενος ἐσέβετο. 

Ταῦτα μὲν τὰ ἐν Θεσσαλίῃ καὶ τὰ ἐν ᾽Αχαι 
δὲ τούτων τῶν χώρων ἤιε ἐς τὴν Μηλέδα παρὰ 


21 ταῦτ᾽ a || ἐγένετο β, Holder || εἴργετο β, Holder, van H. 


ὁμοίως τὴν οἰκίην B 198. 1 τὰ ἐν post καὶ om. 8 4 

Stein?, van H. 

for the cult he may have had merely and that place Halos. But 

second-hand oral report. ability Xerxes never was at 
τοῖσι ἐπιγενομένοισι ἐξ ἑωντοῦ : as note |. 1 supra); the words ab 


Kytissoros is son of Phrixos, son of 
Athamas, son of Aiolos, the epigonoi here 
are identical with the apogonot of Athamas 
above. 

20. μῆνιν τοῦ θεοῦ : ac. τοῦ Λαφυστίου 
Διός, which Kytissoros drew down upon 
the family by his rescue of Athamas, 
the original sinner. The Wrath (cp. c. 
184 supra) must have shown itself in a 
fresh visitation of the land, as the 
Achaiaus consult the oracle; and it is 
after this Wrath that the rite, as described 
above, is instituted, or is modified ; so 
that perhaps, after all, what Kytissoros 
did was to arrange the terms of a com- 
promise (Athamas was rescued, and for 
the future a way of escape was left to the 
first-born). Was Kytissoros, then, the 
Achaian who effected a reform in the 
Athaman institution ? 

δέ : in consequence of what 
he heard Xerxes avoided the Grove (τὸ 
ἄλσος), and showed a like respect for the 
(τὴν οἰκίην) of the Athamans as 
or the Close (τὸ τέμενος) of the god. 
Rawlinson (against Larcher) denies that 
there was any temple of Laphystian Zeus 
at Alos, and refers this passage to the 
temple in Boiotia, between Koroneia and 
Orchomenos (Pausan. 9. 34. 4). Xerxes 
heard the tale at Alos, and afterwards, 
‘*on his passage through Boiotia,” spared 
the shrine and grove in consequence, 

Rawlinson probably is right in the 
main, and that the words ὡς κατὰ rd 
ἄλσος ἐγίνετο ought to be referred to 
the Boiotian Laphystion. But it can 
hardly be maintained that such is Hdt.’s 
meaning. He says not a word of a 
Laphystion in Boiotia, and as far as his 
text is concerned there is nothing to 
nes ak that τὸ ἱρόν, τὸ ἄλσος, τὸ τέμενος, 
and ἡ olxiy are not all in the same place, 


τὸ ἱρὸν rou Λαφυστίου Διός, a1 
gloes: Hdt. has heard of Xerx 
and ‘respecting’ the shrine | 
tian) Zeus in Boiotia (cp. 8. 
himself associates the Atha 
with Halos, and has taken Xe 
in order to relate it, and st 
describe the strange cult. I 
does not speak of a ἱρόν but 
ἄλσος and τέμενος : that much 
ably was at Halos, even thot 
the only authority therefor. 
198. 2. Μηλίδα : this de 
here used for the first tim 
though the folk-name, M 
occurred cc. 182, 196 supra, 
of medizing peoples, a later i 
shown in the notes there. 
wider word than Τρηχυνίη, cp. : 
Thuc. 3. 92. 2 distinguishes | 
Malians (Μηλιῆς οἱ ξύμπαντει 
᾿ἸΙριῆς, Τραχίνιοι. The first na: 
topographical, and speaks fc 
Antikyra, just below here, 
city on the gulf, as you 
Achaia: it may be regarded : 
seat of the Paralioi; and th 
land would extend round tl 
include Anthela (Bursian, 
Griechenl. i. 96), and, indeed, 1 
itself. The third name i 
taken from the city Trachi 
more below, its territory be 
away from the sea, under th 
mountains or cliffs. The 
and division is not indicat 
and ᾿ἸΙριῆς is, indeed, an eme 
Bursian, ΟΡ. ἃ Ῥ. 95) for the 
Mss. based upon Steph. B. 
a city, the site of which is 
ἹἹερῆς were naturally connect 
sacred places at Anthela a 
pylai, and their loss is not all 
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θαλάσσης, ἐν τῷ ἄμπωτίς τε καὶ ῥηχίη ἀνὰ πᾶσαν ἡμέρην 


γένεται. 


περὶ δὲ τὸν κόλπον τοῦτον ἐστὶ χῶρος πεδινός, τῇ 


μὲν εὐρὺς τῇ δὲ καὶ κάρτα στεινός" περὶ δὲ τὸν χῶρον ς 
ὄρεα ὑψηλὰ καὶ ἄβατα περικληίει πᾶσαν τὴν Μηλίδα γῆν, 


Τρηχίνιαι πέτραι καλεόμεναι. 


πρώτη μέν νυν πόλις ἐστὶ ἐν 


τῷ κόλπῳ ἰόντι ἀπὸ ᾿Αχαιίης ᾿Αντικύρη, παρ᾽ ἣν Σπερχειὸς 


3 ῥαχίη B 


4 πεδιεινὸς B, Holder, van H. 


δ καὶ om. B 


6 οὔρεα CPdz, van H. || ἄβατα «τὰ. Reiske, van H. || περικλήει B: περι- 


κλύει dz: περικλείει C || μηλιάδα a 
ποταμὸς del. van H. 


Hdt., however, gives incidentally three 
leading foci in the Malian landscape— 
Antikyra, Trachis, Anthela. 

The whole passage (cc. 198-200) is re- 
markable in view of the description of 
bl radiat aa now to be read above, o. 
176. at passage, as shown in the 
notes ad /., is an addition, an author's 
interpolation : this passage is obviously 
the earlier in composition, and belon 
to the organic or original story of the 
campaign, presenting the topography 
from the point of view of the invaders. 

κόλπον : it is only in 4. 
38 that Hdt. gives this gulf its proper 
name, τὸν Μηλιέα κόλπον (a passage. 
doubtless, of later composition and 
different provenience ; cp. Introduction, 8 
8). Cp. Aischylos, Persat 486 f. Μηλιᾶ τε 
κόλπον, οὗ | Σπερχειὸς ἄρδει πεδίον εὐμενεῖ 
ποτῷ. Thucydides uses the term Μηλιεὺς 
κόλπος (4. 100. 1, 8. 8. 1), and also 
Μηλιακὸς κόλπος (8. 96. 8). In later 
times the title Λαμιακὸς κόλπος (Pausan. 
1. 4. 8, 7. 16. 2, 10. 1. 1) came into use, 
in honour of what was in Makedonian 
and Roman times (as at present) the 
chief city of the neighbourhood: in 
Polyb. 10. 42 the bay appears, however, 
as ὁ Αἰνιὰν κόλπος. 
‘<4. περὶ δὲ τὸν κόλπον τοῦτον : much 
as the coast-line has changed, and with 
it the river-courses, the broad features of 
the landscape are still the same : (i.) the 
flat alluvial land, (ii.) the semi-circle of 
mountains, (iii.) the cliffs, (iv.) the tidal 
arti sett τ 
: vu πέτραι καλεόμεγαι. 
‘the w μὴ of Melis’ was encircled by 
the ‘Trachinian cliffs,’ the name must 
be rigidly restricted to land on the 
right bank of the river Spercheios ; even 
so, the description is hardly quite ac- 
curate : a complete circle or semi-circle 
(weptxAnlec) of mountains is only to be 
attained by taking in both sides of the 


8 ποταμὸς σπερχηϊὸς B, Holder : 


Spercheios ; and the description of the 
hills only applies partially to those im- 
mediately eae on the plain. (ὄρεα 
ὑψηλὰ καὶ ἄβατα. 

8. ᾿Αντικύρη. This Antikyra (cp. c. 
218 tnfra) being the first city on the 
gulf as you come from Achaia, on the 

percheios, and near its (then existing) 
mouth, it is probably on the right bank, 
and the river apparently forms the 
frontier between Welis ᾿ and ‘ Achaia.’ 
At a later time the coast land on the 
north of the Malian gulf, and the ground 
on the left bank of the Spercheios, was 
included in Malis, together with the 
cities Lamia and Echinos: Skylax Peripl. 
62; Steph. B. sud v. Λάμιας,. Bursian, 
op. c. i. 77, 90, conjectures that this 
addition only dates from the time of 
Philip II. It is not so surprising, then, 
that Hdt. in this connexion makes no 
mention of Lamia, for (i.) it was not on 
the sea, (ii.) it was not in Malis. Yet it 
is surprising that nowhere occurs an 
mention of this important spot, whic 
commanded the chief, or one of the 
chief passes from| Thessaly into Malis, 
neither in Hdt. nor in any writer, until 
the Lamian war (323 B.c.) comes to be 
recorded. The Persians must surely 
have used the Phurka pass in 480 Β.0. 

The Antikyra here mentioned is not 
to be confounded with the more im- 
ar place of the same name on the 

‘risaian gulf; cp. Strabo 418. Both 
places appear to have been associated with 
the production and preparation of helle- 
bore. There was perhaps a third Anti- 
kyra (in Ozolian Lokris, cp. Bursian, 
op. c. i. 148), though Horace might well 
have spoken of three even if there had 
been but one: 4.P. 300 tribus Anticyris 
caput insanabile nunquam. Hellebore 
was a specific for gout (Juvenal 18. 96 f.) 
and other madness. 

Σπερχειός, known to Homer as a 
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ποταμὸς ῥέων ἐξ ᾿Ενιήνων ἐς θάλασσαν ἐκδιδοῖ. 
το τούτον διὰ εἴκοσί κου σταδίων ἄλλος ποταμὸς 
κεῖται Δύρας, τὸν βοηθέοντα τῷ “Hpaxré& καιομ 


ἐστὶ ἀναφανῆναι. 


ἀπὸ δὲ τούτου & 


199 ἄλλος ποταμός ἐστι ὃς καλέεται Μέλας. 


ἄλλων εἴκος 
Τρηχὶς 


ἀπὸ τοῦ Μέλανος τούτον ποταμοῦ πέντε στάδι 


9 αἰνιήνων β 
18 καλεῖται β 


river in the land of Achilles, Π. 23. 144, 
ep. 16. 174. Pherekydes (Frag. 23) 
connected it with the Dryopes; Aischylos 
(2.6. supra) with the plain round the 
Malian gulf. Strabo 433 makes it rise 
on Mount Typhrestos (modern Veluchi, 
upwards of 7000 ft. high, Bursian, op. c. 
i. 87), and flow through a broad and 

tentially fertile valley some twenty- 

ve to thirty miles long, and from three 
to five miles wide, until it emerges into 
the more open Malian plain. The lower 
course of the Spercheios (Z/ladha) has 
changed in modern times, and the mouth 
is some seven to eight miles further east 
than in Hdt.’s day, one result being that 
the minor streams mentioned by Hat. 
about Thermopylai have all become its 
tributaries (instead of flowing into the 
sea, or the Asopos). 

9. ᾿Ενιήνων : op. cc. 132, 185 supra. 
Their geographical position in the valley 
of the Spercheios is sufficiently clearly 
marked ; their earlier home in ‘ Thes- 
saly’ by the Homeric testimony; and 
likewise also their Hellenic character. 
How little there is to add to Bursian, op. 
cit. and ap. Pauly, i. (1864) 390, on the 
subject may be seen by comparing 
Pauly- Wissowa i. (1893) 1023. The 
‘ Ainianes’ flit across the pages of Greek 
historiography from Homer to Strabo, 
who, perhaps wrongly (Hirschfeld ap. 
P.-W. 2...), says they had been completely 
destroyed between the Aitolians and the 
Athamanes (427 ἐξέφθειραν Αἰτωλοί re 
καὶ ᾿Αθαμᾶνε:). They play little part in 
the Persian war, except that, in common 
with nearly all the Amphiktyonic folks, 
they are reckoned among the traitors : 
c. 182 supra. 

11. Atpas, the modern Gurgopotamo, 
the more easily identified from its con- 
nexion with the Herakleid legend as the 
stream rising from the highest block of 
Oita, which was the scene of Herakles’ 


end. Barsian, i. 88, 91. The stream 


11 κεῖται codd.: κέεται Stein! || 
199. 2 ποταμοῦ del. van H. 


now flows into the Sperch: 
(Is the ancient name = Τύρ 

τῷ ᾿Ἡρακλέι καιομέν 
the Herakleian auto-da-f2 
Oita, named Πυρά or Ppvy 
88), a detail not given b: 
the Trachiniai. 

Bursian places the h 
juncture of Ainianis, Mal 
raising it 6673 ft. in air. 
ation of Herakles with th 
its waters cp. notes c. 176 

λόγος ἐστί: an exy 
ably, of some degree 0 
The story was no doubt alr 
one. Strabo 428 (ὁ Ad, 
ἐπιχειρῆσαι τὴν Ἡρακλέους 
may be merely quoting th 

18. Μέλας, the moder: 
(‘ Blackwater’), now a tri 
Gurgopotamo: Bursian, i. ¢ 
points out that this pas 
implies a very different st 
the three streams being ( 
as flowing parallel to one 
the gulf at intervals of tw: 

199. 1. Τρηχὶς δὲ πόλ 
decessor of Herakleia, fron 
apparently less than a 
Ἡράκλεια---ἡ Tpaxiy καλου 
Λακεδαιμονίων κτίσμα" ¢ 
ἀρχαίας Τραχῖνος περὶ i 
Ἡράκλεια, Strabo 428. | 
92. 1 (anno 426 5.6.) ὑπὸ 
τοῦτον Λακεδαιμόνιοι Ἣρά 
Τραχινίᾳ ἀποικίαν καθίσταν. 
the argument a silentio 
unduly pressed, yet it is 
remarking that Hdt. mak 
whatever to this Lakedain 
tion. The passage here be 
to the earliest draft o 
but a reference to the c 
426 B.c. would easily ε 
have been inserted, had | 
it. Cp. Introduction, § 9. 
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ταύτῃ δὲ καὶ εὐρύτατον ἐστὶ πάσης τῆς χώρης ταύτης ἐκ 
τῶν ὀρέων ἐς θάλασσαν, κατ᾽ ἃ Tpnyis πεπόλισται" δισχίλιά 


τε γὰρ καὶ δισμύρια πλέθρα τοῦ πεδίου ἐστί. 


τοῦ δὲ 


ὄρεος τὸ περικληίει τὴν γῆν τὴν Τρηχινίην ἐστὶ διασφὰξ 
πρὸς μεσαμβρίην Τρηχῖνος, διὰ δὲ τῆς διασφάγος ᾿Ασωπὸς 


ποταμὸς ῥέει παρὰ τὴν ὑπωρέην τοῦ ὄρεος. 


Φοῖνιξ ποταμὸς οὐ μέγας πρὸς μεσαμβρίην τοῦ ᾿Ασωποῦ, ὃς 


ἐκ τῶν ὀρέων τούτων ῥέων ἐς τὸν ᾿Ασωπὸν ἐκδιδοῖ. 


κατὰ δὲ 


6 οὔρεος CPdz, van H. || περικλήει B: περικλύει dz: περικλείει C 
8 ὑπώρειαν B || οὔρεος CPds, del. van H. 


4. Soy Ad τε καὶ δισμύρια 
πλέθρα τοῦ πεδίον wit? 22,000 plethra, 
in long measure, would amount to 420 
(odd) miles, a manifest absurdity: there- 
fore, either the figure is wrong, or else 
the measurement is square. After 
εὐρύτατον one expects a simple measure 
of length. Rawlinson challenges the 
reading, and suggests KB (=22) as 
eaten corru into κ β (=22,000). 
22 plethra would be less than half a mile. 
That seems rather little even for an- 
tiquity. Leake (so too Stein) took the 
Measurements here to be square: the 
amount on this hypothesis would be 
5025 acres. Rawlinson objects (1) Hdt. 
never gives areas ; (2) the particle γάρ. 
What γάρ has to say to long rather than 
quadrate measure, I do not see. Stein 
suggests that Hdt. gives the square 
Mcasure here, probably because the 
Persian camp (c. 201) was pitched here. 
This suggestion is acceptable; but 
does it mean that the camp covered 
5000 acres? If so, we have a kind of 
criterion of the numbers of the Persian 
host before Thermopylai. (Allowing 
4 acres for 1000 infantry and 10 acres 
for 1000 cavalry, 5000 acres would ac- 
commodate 1,250,000 infantry or 500,000 
cavalry ! or say, 1,000,000 infantry and 
100,000 cavalry !) 

At any rate, it leads to two further 
inferences: (i.) Hdt. is here following 
medizing sources (not the triotic 
southern Greek sources from which the 
description in c. 176 was drawn) ; (ii.) 
he has not obtained this measurement 
from a source connected with the Spartan 
foundation of Herakleia in 426 B.c. 
The 5025 acres, for example, are not the 
territory of the new colons (but they 
might be the measurement of the 
Tpnxwln χώρη). 


6. τὸ wepuxd γῆν τὴν Τρηχινίην. 
This Sain ait en iol with 
the Τρηχινίαι πέτραι of c. 198, which are 
there (erroneously) said to enclose πᾶσαν 


τὴν Μηλίδα γῆν. 
ἣν Τρηχῖνοι. 


Hdt. ought ie to say east rather than 
south (ep. c. 176 supra), although the 
error in this case is not so great, as the 
Asopos-gorge does extend south of (the 
site of) Trashis, Strabo 428 quotes and 
endorses this passage. 

7. ᾿Ασωπός: the modern name is Kap- 
βουναριά (Bursian, i. 92). The stream 
now flows into the Spercheios, not into 
the sea. 

8. παρὰ 7 ὑπωρέην τοῦ ὄρεος seems 
to refer to the projecting spur, which 
forms the Western Gate of the pass ; cp. 
c. 176 supra. 

200. 2. Φοῖνιξ. This stream is still to 
be identified by the red, or rusty, colour 
of its waters (due to the presence of iron) 
which issue from two warm springs at 
the point of the ὑπωρέη (c. 199) farthest 
advanced towards the north (Bursian, i. 
92) and now fall (not into the Asopos 
but) into the Spercheios. Hdt.’s state- 
ment respecting its embouchure is prob- 
ably correct for his date: on the other 
hand, the orientation is less correct ; the 
Phoinix would, indeed, be south of the 
Asopos, but would be even more speci- 
fically « east thereof. Hdt.’s orientations, 
both in this passage and in ο. 176 supra, 
are governed not by accurate local ob- 
servation, or autopsy, but by the general 
sense of the direction in which the 
Persians were moving. 

8. κατὰ δὲ τὸν Φοίνικα : this can 
hardly mean along between the Phoinix 
and the ὑπωρέη (c. 199), nor yet the 
crossing or culvert over the Phoinix, 


ἔστι δὲ ἄλλος 200 
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τὸν Φοίνικα ποταμὸν στεινότατον ἐστί" ἁμαξιτὸς ¥ 

ς δέδμηται. ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ Φοίνικος ποταμοῦ πεντεκαίδεκ 
ἐστὲ ἐς Θερμοπύλας. ἐν δὲ τῷ μεταξὺ Φοίνικι 
ποταμοῦ καὶ Θερμοπυλέων κώμη τε ἐστὶ τῇ οὔνομα 
κεῖται, wap ἣν δὴ παραρρέων ὁ ᾿Ασωπὸς ἐς | 
ἐκδιδοῖ, καὶ χῶρος περὶ αὐτὴν εὐρύς, ἐν τῷ Δήμ 

10 ἱρὸν ᾿Αμφικτυονίδος ἵδρυνται καὶ ἕδραι εἰσὶ ᾿Αμφικτ 
201 αὐτοῦ τοῦ ᾿Αμφικτύονος ἱρόν. βασιλεὺς μὲν δὴ 
ἐστρατοπεδεύετο τῆς Μηλίδος ἐν τῇ Τρηχινίῃ, οἱ 


200. 4 ποταμὸν del. van H. || στεινότατος θ᾽: στεινότατον. 
om. C || ἀμαξιτὸς R: ἁμαξητὸς d || μούνη μία PRV, Stein!: pi 


van H. 5 ποταμοῦ del. van H. 5-7 πεντεκαίδεκα. 
om. R 6 τε add. Stein 8 κέεται Stein! || rapapews 
9 αὐτῆι α 201. 2 δὴ om. S: 860]. Stein? 


but rather where the Phoinix joined the 
Asopos (Bursian, i. 92). 
4, oravérarov ἐστί" ἁμαξιτὸς γὰρ 
: this describes the 
estern Gate of the pass, which we may 
sad call πυλαί, cp. c. 176 supra. 
ut the very narrowest part of all was 
the Eastern Gate (rd στενόν), cp. c. 216 
infra. δέδμηται here implies that the 
, oF roadway, was artificially con- 
structed, or laid: the less remarkable in 
this district associated with Herakles (a 
great road-maker), and dedicated to the 
Amphiktyonic celebrations. (This pass- 
age 18 not, however, noted in Εἰ. Curtius’ 
brilliant paper, ‘Zur Geschichte der Wege- 
baus,’ Gesam. Abh. i. 3 ff.) 

5. ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ Φοίνικος. . ἐς Θερμο- 
πύλας, from the Western to the Middle 
Gate, as explained above, notes to c. 
176, the distance, 15 stades (about 3030 
yards), would be substantially correct. 

6. ἐν δὲ τῷ μεταξύ: this phrase had 
been frequently understood to mean, ‘in 
the interval between the river and the 
Western Gate of the "; thus placing 
Anthela outside, aya front, of the 
Western Gate. It seems better to find 
the site of Anthela upon the higher 
ground, the spur of the hill, now marked 
by the old Turkish barracks, or guard- 
house, a position which would not be 
described incorrectly as ‘between the 
Phoinix and Thermopylai’; for it lies 
above the Western Gate, with the Phoinix 
to the west and ‘Thermopylai’ to the 
east of it. Cauer ap. Pauly-Wissowa i. 
1911 makes the Amphiktyons meet on 
‘the small plain, to which the narrow pass 


of i tend hp widens by 
this is probably identical πὶ 
site, which Dr. Grundy’s 
entirely superseded. Cp. G 
War, p. 284 (where, howev 
is left upon the lower grounc 

7. κώμη. .᾿Ανθήλη : cp. 
It is there a πόλις, ἃ strikir 
tion of the hypothesis of a d 
venience for the two des 
Thermopylai, and of differe: 
the areas of ἂν A 

9. τε ἱρὸν᾽ 
these le (i.) the shrine 
(ii.) the Chairs, or Seats, οἱ 
mnemones and Pylagorot, (ili 
of Amphiktyon, are surely : 

laced on the higher ground 
law level. Hdt. throws no | 
date of theirerection. The A 
met twice a year at Therm 
Delphi (cp. Cauer, Z.c. 192 
‘seats’ were doubtless sub . 
list of the twelve Amphiktyc 
c. 1382 supra. These sacre 
would at least have required 
480 3.c., though there wa: 
why the Persiaus should : 
any more than Delphi it 
were perhaps restored at the 
attempted revival of the An 
cp. 6. 214 infra. 

201. 2. τῆς Μηλίδος ἐν τὶ 
‘Trachinia,’ the land of 
Trachis, is plainly a part of 
not strictly the Paralia ; cp. 
How far Trachinia extended 
is not easy to determine. 
the Asopos, and the As 
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καλέεται δὲ ὁ χῶρος οὗτος ὑπὸ μὲν 


τῶν πλεόνων Ἑλλήνων Θερμοπύλαι, ὑπὸ δὲ τῶν ἐπιχωρίων 


καὶ περιοίκων Πύλαι. 


ἐστρατοπεδεύοντο μέν νυν ἑκάτεροι ἐνς 


τούτοισι τοῖσι χωρίοισι, ἐπεκράτεε δὲ ὃ μὲν τῶν πρὸς βορέην 


8 ὅδε χῶρος οὗτος καλέεται S || μὲν om. 8 


6 βορέην: βορὴν libri 


Did it march with the territory of the 
"Ips or ‘Iepfs? And is this latter 
identical with the territory of Anthele ! 
Was the king encam upon high, or 
upon low ground? Would the Persians 
have failed to occupy the village of 
Anthele itself? Would not at least the 
fore-posts of the Persians be in actual 
occupation of the position above assigned 
to the Amphiktyonic buildings 1 
οἱ δὲ “Ελληνες ἐν τῇ : the 
word δίοδος does not serve in any way to 
locate the position, as it would apply 
equally to all positions ‘on the road’ 
between the Phoinix, or Anthele, and 
Alpenoi. The name ‘Thermopylai,’ 
however, accords best with a position at 
‘the Middle Gate,’ to which the strategic 
and tactical considerations inevitably 
int; cp. c. 176 supra. 
Pe. de Neca δὲ, ὁ χαροῦ ὀϑνον; is the 
‘place’ in question specifically the site 
of the Greek encampment?! or is it 
generally the whole δίοδος ? or is it any- 
thing between the twot The answer is 
not clear, but the first alternative com- 
mends itself, albeit as a matter of fact 
the term Thermopylai appears to be con- 
stantly used, both in ancient and in 
modern times, loosely, for the whole 
3lodos. But were the Greeks 
exactly at a spot named ‘Thermopylai’t 
They were posted probably on rising 
ground somewhat to the east of the 
θερμὰ λουτρά. The hot sulphur springs, 
in fact, were not in the immediate 
vicinity of any of the three A sage pr in the 
whole δίοδος, which are the defensible 
points, or ‘gates’; still, they were 
nearest to the ‘Middle Gate.’ Hat. 
does not clearly indicate the presence of 
buildings, of a village, or town, at this 
point here; but in c. 176 supra there is 
the Altar of Herakles,’ there are the 
‘Chytroi,’ there is ‘the Phokian Wall,’ 
about the Middle Gate, and there may 
have been something more of a village, 
called ‘Thermopylai,’ or sens ‘Pylai’ 
(rather for the sake of brachylogy than 
as denying the proximity of the hot 
poringsls than appears on the surface of 


om. 8 


4 ὑπὸ δὲ. . Πύλαι 


the narrative. But the term ἐπιχώριοι 
should imply ‘inhabitants,’ ially in 
distinction to περίοικοι, or dwellers in 
the neighbouring vill and towns. 
This was originally quite in- 
dependent of c. 176, and of earlier com- 
position apparently ; and the assertion of 
a local variant, which onght to be the 
more correct, not the less correct, name 
for the place, is no proof of a personal 
visit by Hdt. to the place. Is it even 
quite certain that he has correctly re- 
ported the use of the names! A third 
name was certainly applied to the δίοδος, 
or to some part of it, viz. rd στενόν, or 
στενά : cp. Strabo 428 τὴν μὲν οὖν πάροδον 
Πύλας καλοῦσι καὶ Στενὰ καὶ Θερμοπύλας. 
The local names ought to show not less 
but more precision than the language of 
the Hellenes at large. The three names 
admirably fit the three gates, which 
local knowledge would be able clearly to 
distinguish, though the Hellenes at large 
could not be expected to do so. Πύλαι 
would serve for the western entrance to 
the πάροδος, or δίοδος, a roadway winding 
under the cliff for the best part of a mile: 
Θερμοπύλαι might be applied to the 
middle gate (or δίοδος proper), from its 
greater proximity to the θερμὰ λουτρά : 
while Zrevd exactly suits the eastern gate, 
which in antiquity was the narrowest 
of the three, If this conjecture 
18 right, Hdt. has not fully or correctly 
reported the nomenclature. The differ- 
ence is not primarily between a local 
and a general usage, nor is it restricted 
to the use of two terms. Full local 
usage distinguished the three gates by 
three different names. It is further | 
possible that for the pass as a whole, 
while local usage contented itself with 
the term Πύλαι, Greece at large was 
more apt to speak of it as Θερμοπύλαι. 

5. ἑκάτεροι ἐν τούτοισι τοῖσι χωρίοισι: 
the ering (ἑκάτεροι) marks the fact that 
‘each’ is in this case a noun of multi- 
tude. χωρίον, so far as it differs from 
χῶρος above, fortifies the suggestion that 
there were buildings in each place. 


6. τῶν πρὸς βορέην ἄνεμον ἐχόντων 
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ἄνεμον ἐχόντων πάντων μέχρι Τρηχῖνος, of δὲ 
νότον καὶ μεσαμβρίην φερόντων τὸ ἐπὶ ταύτης τῆς 


202 Ἦσαν δὲ οἵδε Ἑλλήνων οἱ ὑπομένοντες τὸν 


τούτῳ τῷ χώρῳ, Σπαρτιητέων τε τριηκόσιοι ὁπ 
Τεγεητέων καὶ Μαντινέων χίλιοι, ἡμίσεες ἑκατέρων, 
μενοῦ τε τῆς ᾿Αρκαδίης εἴκοσι καὶ ἑκατόν, καὶ ἐκ ' 
5 Apxadins χίλιοι" τοσοῦτοι μὲν ᾿Αρκάδων, ἀπὸ δὲ 


τετρακόσιοι καὶ ἀπὸ Φλειοῦντος διηκόσιοι καὶ 


ὀγδώκοντα. 


οὗτοι μὲν ἀπὸ ἸΠελοποννήσον παρῆσα 


8 <re> καὶ Naber, van H. || τὸ om. B || 7d ἐπὶ ται 


202. 2 re om. B 


4 τῆς ᾿Αρκαδικῆς suspicatur Kallent 


Φλειοῦντος a, Stein? : φλιοῦντος SV, Stein!: φιλϊοῦντος R: 4 
ὁπλῖται ante καὶ CPz || Μυκηνέων ἢ Stein?: ‘forte ἀπὸ Μυκηνέι 


πάντων: there is a slight exaggera- 
tion in assigning to Xerxes all the 
territories north of Trachis, to the 
Greeks all the south, even in Europe ; but 
the sense is sufficiently obvious. Nor 
is the orientation seriously at fault, for 
Thessaly, Makedonia, etc., lie strictly 
north of Thermopylai, and Lokris, 
Phokis, Boiotia, Attica and Peloponnesos 
are correctly described as to the south 
of it. The case is different in dealing 
with the topography of Thermopylai 
(cp. 6. 176 supra), but this, the earlier 
which has in view simply the 
arger geographical relations, no doubt 
determines the incorrect orientation of 
the pass itself. So in c. 199 above, the 
Asopos-diaopd= is described as πρὸς 
μεσαμβρίην Τρηχῖνος, and in c. 176 supra 
the mountain is put on ‘the west’ and 
the sea on ‘the east’ side of Thermopylai, 
instead of on the south and north respec- 
tively. The geographical ἔχειν is notice- 
able. μέχρι Τρηχῖνος preserves the 
Persian, or northern, point of view. 

8. τὸ ἐπὶ ταύτης τῆς ἠπείρον, appar- 
ently a quasi-adverbial expression. 
repos is either ‘mainland’ in distinc- 
tion, for example, to sea and island (2. 10, 
6. 49, c. 193 supra), in which case it 
would here exclude Euboia, which was 
still in Greek hands; or it is used 
more largely for ‘continent’ (1. 96, 4. 
91), as much as to say that the Lord 
of Asia was now Lord of Europe too, 
north of Thermopylai-Artemision. How 
little was left to the Greeks in com- 

ison ! 

202. THe GREEK ARMY-LIST AT 
THERMOPYLAI. 


2. ὁπλῖται, The specif 
implies some yuAol, or at 
ants. Helots anyway tl 
least one for each hoplit 


το] 8. 25. Ephoros | 
ded 1000 Pertoikoi, ‘in ¢ 
the number of Peloponnes 
and inc. 228 infra’ (Stei 
possible to suppose that t! 
300 men from Lakedain 
‘Three Hundred’ cp. c. 2( 
8. χίλιοι, ἡ ἕκα' 
denies that this remarkal 
justifies any inference tc 
tween the states. Teg 
tinela were very apt to 
drawn: the two conting 
look as if they were inten 
each pee or as if tl 
equipollent, each sending | 
4. rhs Apxadlns: todist 
Orchomenos in Boiotia; | 
furnishes less than a 4! 
contingent from Tegea or ] 
ἐκ τῆς λοιπῆς ’ Apxe 
Mantineia, Orchomenos, : 
south to north, account for 
of the t eastern plain of 
larger land, to the west 
mountainous: on the hig] 
Megalopolis as yet was 
upper valley of the Alphe 
sent some men. It is I 
specify ten names from whi 
thousand (e.g. Asea, Phige 
Heraia, Thelpusa, Klei: 
Pheneos, Stymphalos, Kaph 
sends in all 2120. (Tt 
Arkadians at sea.) 


7. ἀπὸ Πελοποννήσου : 


201--208 
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Βοιωτῶν Θεσπιέων τε ἑπτακόσιοι καὶ Θηβαίων τετρακόσιοι. 


πρός <Te> τούτοισι ἐπίκλητοι ἐγένοντο Λοκροί τε οἱ ᾿Οπούντιοι 208 
πανστρατιῇ καὶ Φωκέων χίλιοι. 


208. 1 τε add. βιοὶπ( 8 || ot om. 8 


αὐτόθεν γὰρ σφέας οἱ 
2 αὐτόθεν γὰρ σφέας Stein’ : 


αὐτοὶ γὰρ σφέας Stein?: αὐτοὶ γάρ σφεας Stein}, vulg. || ἐπεκαλέσαντο οἱ 


Ἕλληνες C: οἱ Ἕλληνες ἐπεκα 


all, cp. c. 220 infra. The 80 men from 
Mykenai represent the relatively feeble 
protest against the policy of Argos; ὁ 
c. 148 supra. Perhaps Mykenai could 
spare any men, in view of possible com- 
plications with its neighbour. Korinth 
was also represented in the fleet, 8. 1, 
service in which may account for the 
absence of some names from the army- 
list, as well as for the relatively large 
proportion of Arkadians. 
ἀπὸ δὲ Βοιωτῶν : there are no 
Athenians ; cp. c. 144 supra, 8. 1 infra. 
On the Thespian 700 cp. c. 222; on the 
Theban 400 or ὃ 288. ᾿ 

408. 1. τοι ἐγένοντο: = this 
phrase, here applied to the Lokrians 
and Phokians, in whose territory the 
fighting was to be, might rather have 
been applied to the southern Greeks 
summoned to their defence; cp. 5. 68 
ἐπεκαλέοντο ἐκ Θεσσαλίης ἐπικουρίην. The 
idea is here inverted ; or the Spartans 
are regarded as leaders taking initiative. 

ol * Hdt. does not dis- 
tinguish Opuntian from Epiknemidian 
Lokrians; cp. c. 176 supra. Doubtless 
both are here included, but not the 
Ozolai. 

2. πανστρατιῇ. Diodor.11.4(Ephoros) 
gives the figure as 1000. Pausanias 
10, 20. 2 (obviously with this 
of Hdt. in view) arrives by a calculation 
at 6000. There is, of course, as a special 
reason for the levée en masse from the 
Lokrians, the fact that the fighting line 
is actually in their country: thus there 
is something to be said for the higher 
figure; it is not, however, based by 
Pausanias on any local returns, but on 
the vague analogy of the Athenian 
figure for Marathon. It raises the total, 
with the 1000 Phokians, to 11,200 men, 
taking Hdt.’s figures as they stand ; or 
to upwards of 12,000 men, adding a 
thousand Lakedaimonians. Even if the 
Lokrian contingent should be halved 
there would be from 9000 to 10,000 men, 
probably, to reckon under Leonidas: as 
many, that is, as had disposed of the 
Persians at Marathon. 


ovro B 


Diodor. 11. 4 gives the total at 7400 
made up of 4000 from Peloponnesos, 
1000 Lokrians, 1000 Malians, 1000 
Phokians, 400 Thebans. The presence 
of the Malians and the absence of the 
Thespians, inter alia, is against this 
list ; but at least it corrects the under- 
estimate for Sparta. On the whole we 
cannot suppose that Leonidas had less 
than 8000 men under him, and he may 
very well have had 10,000 to 12,000, 

αὐτόθεν λέγοντες δι’ ἀγγέλων : 
does this message, or em » emanate 
from the confederates at the Isthmos, or 
from Leonidas, already at Thermopylai ? 
Apparently the latter. The story seems 
almost to assume that the Lokrians and 
Phokians had not been represented at 
the Isthmian Congress, and were now 
first summoned by the Confederates to 
their aid. Diod. 11. 4. 6 says definitely 
that the Lokrians had given earth and 
water, and were pledged to seize the 
for the Persian ; but that on the 
arrival of Leonidas at Thermopylai they 
their mind and joined the 
Gree The summons is highly - 
mentative: the argument is thoroughly 
Herodotean. 

Three or four points in the m 
or proclamation of Leonidas are notable. 
(i.) The Greek forces at Thermopylai are 
only the vanguard of a large army that 
may be expected any day. This item 
seems relative to the idea that the forces 
under Leonidas were small; without 
the Phokians and Lokrians they certainly 
were ; and the tradition is incidentally 
confirmed by 8. 40. (ii.) The sea is being 
guarded by the Athenians, Aiginetans, 
and naval powers: a point of which 
the Lokrians would themselves have 
ocular evidence, if this message only 
dates from the arrival of Leonidas at 
Thermopylai. (iii.) The invader was 
human, mortal, not supernatural, not 
a —a strange point! Did the 
humonr of the Hellespont (c. 56 supra) 
require this solemn refutation? Or 
would the Greeks take courage from the 
consideration that ‘mortality is mixed 
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Ἕλληνες ἐπεκαλέσαντο, λέγοντες δι’ ἀγγέλων ὡς 
ἥκοιεν πρόδρομος τῶν ἄλλων, οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ τῶν 
ς προσδόκιμοι πᾶσαν εἶεν ἡμέρην, ἡ θάλασσά τέ 
φυλακῇ ὑπ᾽ ᾿Αθηναίων τε φρουρεομένη καὶ Aiy 
τῶν «ἄλλων τῶν; ἐς τὸν ναυτικὸν στρατὸν Tax 
σφι εἴη δεινὸν οὐδέν" οὐ γὰρ θεὸν εἶναι τὸν « 
τὴν Ἑλλάδα ἀλλ᾽ ἄνθρωπον, εἶναι δὲ θνητὸν ι 
10 ἔσεσθαι τῷ κακὸν ἐξ ἀρχῆς γινομένῳ οὐ συνεμι 
δὲ μεγίστοισε αὐτῶν μέγιστα" ὀφείλειν ὧν καὶ ' 
νοντα, ὡς ἐόντα θνητόν, ἀπὸ τῆς δόξης πεσεῖν 
ταῦτα πυνθανόμενοι ἐβοήθεον ἐς τὴν Τρηχῖνα. 
Τούτοισι ἦσαν μέν νυν καὶ ἄλλοι στρατηγοὶ a 
ἑκάστων, ὁ δὲ θωμαζόμενος μάλιστα καὶ παντὸς τ 
ματος ἡγεόμενος Λακεδαιμόνιος ἣν Λεωνίδης ὁ ᾿᾽Α 


204 


δ πᾶσάν εἰσι α 6 φρουρεουμένη R 7 ἄλλω; 
10 γενέσθαι Naber || γεινομένωι a (γενομένω V1) || συνεμείχθη χ 
συνεμίχθη Stein! 3 11 ὀφείλει S 12 ws om, B 


av del. Krueger, Holder, van H. 


13 ἐβώθεον van 


204. 1 τούτοισι μέν νυν ἦσαν malit van H. || πόλεις β 


Stein? || θωυμαζόμενος Pz, Stein! : 
Stein? || λεωνίδας 5 


with evil, the greater the mortal, the 
ter the evil’? A far-fetched comfort ! 
ut truly Herodotean. The change in 
construction (ws . . ἥκοιεν, elev, εἴη dis, 
to ob γὰρ εἶναι κτλ.) coincides with the 
transit from fact to argument. The 
message is, however, radically incon- 
sistent with the panic a the fleet, c. 
183 supra. ἐξ ἀρχῆς γινομένῳ appears 
a ag ous. r er 
xtva: is this the ci 
ἐς the i τὴν ‘Toaeolas), or did Leonides 
first go to Trachis, and afterwards fall 
back on Thermopylai? Stein takes the 
latter view, and refers to c. 226, which 
proves nothing : the former, more con- 
sistent with the general narrative, is 


supported by μέχρι Τρηχῖνος supra; cp. 


9. 17 etc. 
404. 1. τούτοισι. . ἑκάστων, a singular 
collocation: τούτων ἑκάστους or τούτοισι 


ἑκάστοισι (4. 62) would have seemed more 
natural. ἑκάστων of course with 
πόλιας (‘according to their several cities ’). 
Perhaps Hdt. purposely uses a slightly 
arresting form of expression, the better 
to emphasize the entrance of Leonidas ; 

era also the inconsequential ἦσαν μέν, 


θαυμαζόμενος d 


8 ὁ Δ 


2. παντὸς τοῦ στρατεύ 
applies only to the land 
prejudice to the comman 
cp. 8. 2; but thereby se 
defect in the leading. 

8, Λακεδαιμόνιος : tl 
appropriately here, as cc 
not with other orders ji 
state, but with the st 
various other Hellenic co 
c. 184 supra. 

AcovlSns. Weir ὃ 
notes this (with Λεωβάτ 
χίδη) as a ‘surprising’ 
(ad l.) regards Λέων Λέοντι 
for supposed Doric AG» or 
λεώς), having nothing tc 
But lion or not, the I 
wrong, and the name shi 
Λεοντίδης or Λεοντιάδης 
What the king’s name 
then, we hardly know: 

6’ Avagta αξανδρίδεω κτὸ 
the pedigree of ‘ Leonid: 
Herakles, twenty-one ni 
seven centuries, on He 
ciples (2. 142) ; thus dati: 
to the year 1180 B.c. 1 
Hekataios was shorter (4 
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τοῦ Λέοντος τοῦ Evpuxparidew τοῦ ᾿Αναξάνδρου τοῦ Evpv- 
κράτεος τοῦ Πολυδώρον τοῦ ᾿Αλκαμένεος τοῦ Τηλέκλου τοῦ ς 
᾿Αρχέλεω τοῦ Ἡγησίλεω τοῦ Δορύσσον τοῦ Λεωβώτεω τοῦ 


5 τοῦ Πολυδώρου τοῦ ᾿Αλκαμένεος om. β || ἀλκαιμένεος a || τηλέκτον 


A (et Ask.) 


sixteen generations would just take 
Leonidas back to Eurysthenes and the 
founding of the twin-kingships (6. 52). 

This pedigree is the ne plus ultra use 
of the patronymic, and doubtless does 
Leonidas an especial honour. The same 
compliment is, however, paid to the less 
illustrious Leotychidas, 8. 181 infra; 
and in any case the problem arises why 
these Herakleid eligresa=the most 
famous in Hellas—are first introduced 
in the history of the war of 480-479 
B.o.% Is it not becanse this portion 
of Hdt.’s work is the oldest in composi- 
tion! Cp. Introduction, § 8. hat 
hypothesis would at any rate fully 
sustain the fact. The Herakleid pedi- 
gree of the Spartan kings compares 
favourably with the Achaimenid pedigree 
of Xerxes himeelf, as given c. 11 supra, 
which runs, in the direct line, only into 
seven generations. The names in the 
pevlaree of Leonidas are also names of 
ings of Sparta, as far as EKurysthenes, 
though to complete the list of kings the 
name of his elder brother Kleomenes 
must be inserted, immediately before 
his own. 


νδρίδοω : cc. 148, 158 supra. 
He must have died between 521 and 515 
B.C. (cp. 5. 39, 49, with my notes ad /.), 
and was on the throne probably as early 
as 550 B.o. (1. 67). 

4. Adovros: as in 5. 89 and 1. 65. 
His reign falls before the age of Kroisos 
7 ales His name can hardly mean 
‘People’! Cp. c. 180 supra. 

Εἰὐρνκρατίδεω is grandson of Eury- 
krates, tse as Leonides (or Leontidas 7) 
of Leon. He appears in Pausan. 3. 8. 
δ as Eukrates ὁ δεύτερος. 

᾿Αναξάνδρονυ : the name (80 
thoroughly Homeric) reappears in his 
great-grandson Anaxandridas. Pausanias, 
3. 8. 4, etc., makes him contemporary 
with the second Messenian war, and 
has several anecdotes to tell of him; and 
Plutarch ascribes to him a virtuous 
apophthegm, Mor. 217. 

5. Πολ : Gated by Pausan. 3. 
8.1, 4. 7. 7 to the time of the ‘first’ 


VOL. I PT. !I 


6 δωρύσσον C: Δορνάγου z || Λεωβώτεω Stein: λεωβότεω 


Mesasenian war, and credited by Plutarch 
(Lykourg. 8) with having raised the 
Sp oe 9000. ’ (ΤῊΝ a 

part of the Lykourgean legend ἢ He 
is recorded to have been murdered by 
Polemarchos, Pausan. 3. 8. 8. Cp. 


Clinton, i. 338. 

᾿Αλκ said to have com- 
manded in the first expedition of the 
Messenian war: Pausan. 4. 5. 3. 
Clinton, i. 8388, reckons his reign about 
779-742 B.o. Of course little reliance 
can be placed on the traditions of the 
Measenian wars, the only distinct refer- 
ence to which in Hdt. is 8. 47. 

Τηλέκλον : his name was especial! 
remembered in connexion with the wir 
against Amyklai; and he fell in a 
border brawl with the Messenians, ac- 
cording to the story in Pausan. 4. 4. 2; 
cp. Clinton, i. 337. 

6. "Apy&ew: an influential con- 
temporary of Charilaos (a rather sus- 
icious synchronism); cp. Clinton, i. 
86. Eusebios gives him a reign of 60 
rade (85-826 B.0.): Niese ap. Pauly- 

issowa, i. 446. He was credited with 
a jest on Charilaos’ name: Plutarch, 
Lyk. 5. With his colleague he was 
believed to have reduced Aigys. 

*‘HynotCyoo: Pausanias dated the 
legislation of Lykourgos to the reign of 

ilaos, and gave the king a short 
reign; Apollodoros a long one, and 
made Homer his contemporary. Op. 
Clinton, i. 33865 ἢ. 

Δορύσσον: Pausanias and Apollo- 
doros have a similar difference on the 
duration of this king’s reign: Clinton, 
i. 335. 

Aw : Hdt., our oldest 
authority, places Lykonrgos as guardian 
of Labotas, 1. 65. This is quite as re- 
spectable a tradition as the rival and 
later one (now traced to King Pausanias ; 
“Ὁ E. Meyer, Forschungen, i. 215 ff.) 
which brought Lykourgos down several 

nerations, and transferred him to the 
urypontid house. Pausanias 8. 2. 8 
po an Argive war in this reign, per- 
aps rather prematurely. 
x 
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"Eyeorpdérov τοῦ “Hywos τοῦ Evpucdéveos τοῦ ' 
“τοῦ ᾿Αριστομάχου τοῦ Κλεοδαίου τοῦ “TAXov το 


κτησάμενος τὴν βασιληίην 


ἐν Σπάρτῃ ἐξ ἀ 
205 διξῶν γάρ οἱ ἐόντων πρεσβυτέρων ἀδελφεῶν, K 


καὶ Δωριέος, ἀπελήλατο τῆς φροντίδος περὶ ri 
ἀποθανόντος δὲ Ἐλεομένεος ἄπαιδος ἔρσενος γόι 
Te οὐκέτι ἐόντος ἀλλὰ τελευτήσαντος καὶ τούτου 


7 ἀρχεστράτου ἃ || ἥγιος Cd: ἡγήσιος B 


Naber 
7. "Eyeorpérov: Pausan. 3. 2. 2 
makes the war with for the 
‘ Kynouria’ n in this re 
“Hyvos: the eponym of the house, 


Pausan. 3. 2. 1: perhaps historical, and 
the first historical name. He was 
credited with the conquest of Helos 
and the foundation of ‘ Helotage’: 
Strabo 365 f. Clinton (i. 382) should 
have the credit of raising the one year 
of his reign (Diodoros) to 31. (Niese ap. 
Pauly- W issowa, i. 817 ascribes the correc- 
tion to Gutschmid 1) 

: the story in 6. 51 f.; 
cp. 4. 147. In 5. 89 the elder House is 
called rd γένος τὸ Εὐρυσθένεος, and in 6. 
52 ἡ οἰκίη ἡ Evp. He had an (ideal) 
reign of 42, if not 52, years ; cp. Clinton, 
i. 388. For the story of the origin of 
the dual ae τ cp. notes and 
Appendix to Hdt. IV.-VI. 

an tole pr cp. 6. 52, where 
the Spartan tradition is given, according 
to which Aristodemos himself was king 
in Lakonia. The name recurs below c. 
229, and also later in Spartan history. 

8. Κλεοδαίου: Pausan. 3. 15. 7 
mentions an ἡρφον of Kleodaios, son of 
Hyllos, in Sparta, ‘near the theatre.’ 
Apollod. 2. 8. 2 records an unsuccessful 
attempt on his part to effect ‘the return.’ 

: the story of the attempt 
of Hyllos to effect ‘the return’ is suffi- 
ciently documented, 9. 26 infra. See 
notes ad ὦ. 

; : cp. 6. 58, where the 
antecedents of the human Herakles carry 
the antecedents of the Spartan kings 
back, through Perseus and Danaé, to 
Egypt. That is an extension of the 
official Herakleid, or at least Lakedai- 
monian version, of the pedigree, which 
is all that Hdt. gives in this place, and 
perhaps naturally. But the discussion 
in Bk. 6 presupposes the existence of 
the genealogies here, and fortifies the 


205. 4 


conclusion that this pa: 
composition ; cp. Intra 
9 


Leonidas is mentioned, 
stances of his birth, 5. 
or even the fact c 


sto 

μῆς y, perhaps, that ἢ 
ut r H 

committed the facte to 


With the expression 
cp. 6. 205 ἐκ τοῦ ἐμφι 
ἐξ ἀέλπτου. 

205. 1. διξῶν : Ionic 
fold,’ ‘double.’ Used hi 
—perhaps the more eas: 
brothers and σρεσβυτέ 


supra. 

2. ἀπελήλατο ris q 
seems no specially temy 
pluperfect, but merely | 
of the point, ‘he was 
from thought.’ The ic 
had never occurred to 
verb in 8 less metapho 
180 ἀπελαυνόμενοι τοῦδε 

8. ἀποθανόντος δὲ ᾿ 
story told 6. 75. Th 
reference back is here 
Introduction, § 7. 

ἅπαιδος ἔρσενον ' 
dimeter, perhaps accid: 
daughter, as at once ap 

Δωριέος... καὶ τ 
not that Kleomenes ha 
ἐν 2. is epexegetical. 
already been referred 
story is fully told in 
there is no reference he 
surprising ; but that i 
any reference to the s 
in 5. 42-47 is most ea: 
by the supposition ths 
of later composition, 
writing when Bk. 7 
Introduction, § 8. 
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οὕτω δὴ ἐς Λεωνίδην ἀνέβαινε ἡ βασιληίη, καὶ διότι πρότερος 5 
ἐγεγόνεε Κλεομβρότου (οὗτος γὰρ ἦν νεώτατος ᾿Αναξανδρίδεω 


παῖς) καὶ δὴ καὶ εἶχε Κλεομένεος θυγατέρα. 


ὃς τότε ἤιε 


ἐς Θερμοπύλας ἐπιλεξάμενος ἄνδρας τε τοὺς κατεστεῶτας 
τριηκοσίους καὶ τοῖσι ἐτύγχανον παῖδες ἐόντες " παραλαβὼν 


5 λεωνέδαν S || “ διότε καὶ : sin minus post καὶ δὴ καὶ inserendum ore’ 


van H. 


δ. ἀνέβαινε: cp. α. 5 supra. 


καὶ διότι: a stylistic displacement 
(διότι καὶ. . καί). Two reasons are given 
for the succession of Leonidas: (1) he 
was older than Kleombrotos, (2) he had 
the daughter of Kleomenes to wife (εἶχ ε). 
Did Hdt. know, when he first wrote this 
passage, that, according to one report, 
‘Kleombrotos and Leonidas were twins’ 
(5. 41)? Did he know the lady's name ? 
(cp. c. 2389 infra). The influence as- 
cribed to the marriage here is remarkable, 
and the closeness of the relationship. 
But there is a suppressed problem, whic 
becomes apparent 9. 10 infra. Dorieus, 
the elder brother, had a son, Euryanax, 
who must have had some pretensions to 
succeed. Dorieus, indeed, had never 
been king, and perhaps the ‘law’ re- 
po c. 3 supra was invented, or 
invoked, on this oocasion, though it was 
far from being of universal application 
(op. 8. 181). Anyway, there was plainly 
ἃ question over the succession on the 
death of Kleomenes, but rather, per- 
haps, between Leonidas and EKuryanax 


than between Leonidas and eom - 
brotos. 

8. ἐπιλ : Hdt. speaks as 
though Leonidas on this occasion selected 


this Three Hundred men, ad hoc, and 
took care that they were péres de 
JSamille (ces péres de famille sont capables 
de tout!). But are οἱ κατεστεῶτες 
τριηκόσιοι others than the τριηκόσιοι 
Σπαρτιητέων λογάδες οὗτοι of περ ἱππέες 
καλέονται οὗ 8. 124 infra (u.v.)? κατε- 
στεῶτες is here understood by Baehr as 
men ‘of mature ᾿ (so, too, K. O. 
Mueller, Grote, and others). Larcher, 
on the other hand (followed by Stein), 
referred ‘‘le corps fixe et permanent.”’ 
e word ἐπιλεξάμενος here looks like a 
misunderstanding of λογάδες, and also 
like a beginning of the Thermopylai 
legend, according to which Leonidas 
went thither with his mind made up for 
a devotio (cp. c. 220 infra), a point 


8 rovs del. Gomperz, van H. 


further emphasized by the words next 
annotated. 

9. καὶ τοῖσι ἐτύγχανον παῖδες ἐόντες : 
if the previous words are understood 
(with Baehr) to record correctly a special 
levy or selection made by the king on 
this occasion, then these words occasion 
no difficulty, as merely specifying one of 
the most important conditions governing 
his choice. If the Three Hundred above 
are identified with the ‘Knights’ or 
‘Cavaliers,’ then these words admit of 
three explanations. (i) It was one of 
the ordinary and standing conditions of 
appointment to the rank of ‘cavalier’ 
to haveason. This is not improbable. 
The Cavaliers were the kings body- 

ard, and it was necessary that the 
should die for him in extremities—whic 
they would be the more ready to do if 
they had sons to succeed them in Sparta. 
(ii.) Or it might be sup that upon 
this occasion, though the Cavaliers are 
the corps d'élite referred to, yet those 
who were not patres were on this occasion 
weeded out, and their places taken 
patres familiarum. This compromise is 
surely very unlikely, and objectionable, 
inter gt as ᾿ ἡ ποσὰ ῥὰ τὸ τὰ Ther- 
mo i nd above specified.  (iii.) 
The aorda ido not τεῖος to: the Three 
Hundred, but to others, selected in addi- 
tion tothem. This interpretation would 
imply a larger number of Spartiates at 
Thermopylai than Hdt. includes in the 
army-list, perhaps the Thousand, of 
Diodoros 11. 4—not, indeed, in itself a 
fatal objection. We should simply have 
the Thermopylai legend still, in one 
d more developed towards its 
Ephoreian form. But then ἐπιλεξάμενος 
would apply only to the second set, 
though that again is not a fatal objection. 
The simplest interpretation is, however, 
the best. The Three Hundred in question 
were the hippeis, and went with the 
king as a matter of course ; but Hdt. has 
a little misunderstood the arrangement. 
For the ἱππεῖς cp. 1. 67, 6. 56, 8. 124. 
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10 δὲ ἀπίκετο καὶ Θηβαίων τοὺς ἐς τὸν ἀριθμὸν λογισάμενος 
εἶπον, τῶν ἐστρατήγεε Λεοντιάδης ὁ Εἰὐρυμάχον. τοῦδε δὲ 
εἵνεκα τούτους σπουδὴν ἐποιήσατο Λεωνίδης μούνους Ἑλλήνων 
παραλαβεῖν, ὅτι σφέων μεγάλως κατηγόρητο μηδίζειν - παρε- 
κάλεε ὧν ἐς τὸν πόλεμον θέλων εἰδέναι εἴτε συμπέμψουσι 

τς εἴτε καὶ ἀπερέουσι ἐκ τοῦ ἐμφανέος τὴν Ἑλλήνων συμμαχίην. 

of δὲ ἄλλα φρονέοντες ἔπεμπον. 

Τούτους μὲν τοὺς ἀμφὶ Λεωνίδην πρώτους ἀπέπεμψαν 
Σπαρτιῆται, ἵνα τούτους ὁρῶντες οἱ ἄλλοι σύμμαχοι στρατεύ- 
wyra. μηδὲ καὶ οὗτοι μηδίσωσι, ἣν αὐτοὺς πυνθάνωνται 
ὑπερβαλλομένους: μετὰ δέ, Κάρνεια γάρ σφι ἦν ἐμποδών, 





10 ἀπίκτο a || ἐς τὸν ἀριθμὸν ut glossema damnavit van H. 11 


δὲ om. β 
μόνους C 


15 ἀπαίρουσιν B 


van H., Stein? : adAodpovéovtes a, Stein! 3 
Naber, van H. || ὁρέοντες Stein! || στρατεύονται B 


πυνθάνονται R 4 κάρνια B 


10. τοὺς és τὸν ἀριθμὸν 
εἶπον, in c. 202 supra: the expression 
illustrates the εἶπον in c. 196 supra; the 
reference back is noticeable as made 
simply to the immediate context. 

11. Δεοντιάδης ὁ Etpupdyxov: the 
first name is much the same as that of 
the Spartan king; cp. c. 204 supra. 
The Theban is mentioned here, perhaps, 
without prejudice ; but op. c. 288 infra. 
He is son of one and father of another 
Eurymachos. Aristophanes of Boeotia 
gave the commanders name as Anax- 
andros, Fr. ὃ (F.H.G. iv. 338). 

δὲ ἕνεκα. Hdt.’s motivation 
(but it is probably not his own in the 
first instance) seems rather at fault. 
Leonidas is especially anxious to have 
the Thebans (under his namesake) with 
him because they were accused as traitors. 
Did he wish to give them an yf enka 
of purging themselves? Or did he wis 
to involve them in the foreseen and im- 
ending disaster? Neither of the two: 

e simply wished to know whether the 
accusation was, or was not, true! He 
seems (according to Hdt.) to have be- 
lieved it, for later on he is represented 
as retaining them to the last as ‘host- 
ages,’ c. 222 infra, κοῦ. 

13. κατηγόρητο : the pluperfect here 
has its fall temporal significance. But 
how far a formal κατηγορία, and how far 
mere gossip is in question, does not quite 
surely appear. Anyway the information 


12 τούτους R: τούτου aS: τοῦ cum 7 superscr. V || 


16 ἄλλα φρονέοντες B, Holder, 
206. 2 «ἐς» τούτους 
3 μὴ δὲ ΑΒΡ ἢ 


was probably of Plataian or Athenian 
origin. Had not the Thebans been 
steamed represented ᾿ the Isthmian 

ngress (c. 145 supra) ἢ 

16. ἄλλα φρονέοντες : cp. App. Crit. ; 
ἄλλα »νοέοντες, c. 168 supra; ἄλλα 
φρονέοντες, 9. 54; ἀλλοφρονῆσαι in 5. 85 
to be out of one’s mind. Anyway Hdt. 
endorses the κατηγορία. 

206. 1. τοὺς ὶ Λεωνίδην, ‘Leonidas 
and his men’ ; allies as well as Spartans? 
On the preposition, Madvig, §72. The 
usage has Homeric analogies; cp. Monro, 
Homeric Grammar,! Ὁ. 130. 

ἀπέπεμψαν Σπαρτιῆται: the king 
then did not possess, or had not taken, 
initiative ; cp. 6. 56. The city (ἡ πόλι), 
Apella or Ephors, must have acted. 

2. of ἄλλοι σύμμαχοι: the ἄλλοι is 
perhaps idiomatic or superfluous here ; 
otherwise it will mean allies outside the 
Peloponnesos ; or, possibly, may refer 
especially to the naval allies (Athens 
included) ; the Spartans sent men to 
Thermopylai in order to get the fleet 
stationed at Artemision. 

4. Κάρνεια: a festival celebrated in 
the Kapvetos μήν, ἱερομηνία Δωριεῦσι, 
Thue. 5. 54. 2 (cp. ejusd. 5. 75. 2, 5. 76. 
1). This month co nded to the 
Athenian Metageitnion (Manso, Sparta, 1. 
ii, 215, after Corsini), or approximately 
to our August: a description of the 
festival, which lasted nine days, was 
celebrated under nine tents, with nine 
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ἔμελλον ὁρτάσαντες καὶ φυλακὰς λιπόντες ἐν τῇ Σπάρτῃς 
κατὰ τάχος βοηθέειν πανδημέί. ὡς δὲ καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ τῶν 
συμμάχων ἐνένωντο καὶ αὐτοὶ ἕτερα τοιαῦτα ποιήσειν" ἦν γὰρ 
κατὰ τὠντὸ ᾿Ολυμπιὰς τούτοισι τοῖσι πρήγμασι συμπεσοῦσα" 
οὔκων δοκέοντες κατὰ τάχος οὕτω διακριθήσεσθαι τὸν ἐν 


Θερμοπύλῃσι πόλεμον ἔπεμπον τοὺς προδρόμους. 
of δὲ ἐν Θερμοπύλῃσι “ἕλληνες, 


δὴ οὕτω διενένωντο ποιήσειν. 


ἐπειδὴ πέλας ἐγένετο τῆς ἐσβολῆς ὁ Πέρσης, καταρρωδέοντες 
6 βοηθήσειν B, Holder: βωθήσειν van H. || πανδημὶ a, Holder, van H., 


Stein?: πανδημεὶ 
ἐνενόωντο a: ἐνενόηντο Merzdorf 


διενενῶντο BPcorr. 2: διεννενῶντο Ppr: διενενόωντο a 


men in each, etc., is given by Athenaeus, 
4. 141, from Demetrios of Skepsis ; it 
was, curtly, a μέμημα στρατιωτικῆς ἀγωγῆς, 
but it was properly prae-Dorian (and 
probably then a pastoral cult: κάρνος, a 
ram), for Pausanias, 3. 13. 2, testifies to 
the cult of the Olxéras Κάρνειος in Sparta, 
᾿Αχαιῶν ἔτι ἐχόντων τὴν Σπάρτην. Cp. 
Schocmann- Lipsius, ii. 474 ff.; Wide, 
Lakon. Kulte, 73 ff. ; Hitzig-Bluemner 
ad Pausan. 1.6. ; and Frazer, iii. 332. 
Stein observes that the Karneia ‘‘ ended 
shortly before the beginning of the 
Olympia”; Rawlinson notes that ‘‘the 
dae ordinarily preceded the Karneia.” 

μποδών, ‘in the way’; cp. c. 183 
supra, Here perhaps neither of time 
nor space, but rather of an ideal hin- 
drance, obstacle, or causa morae. 

5. ὁρτάσαντεξ, ‘when they had finished 
the festival . ." The aorist here ap- 
pears to have the force of a pluperfect, 
expressing not so much past time as 
completion ; Monro, H.G. p. 48. 

ds λιπόντεβ : against whom ! 
the Helots? Argos? Both factors had 
to be reckoned with, and help to explain 
the reluctance of Sparta to move beyond 


the Isthmos. 

6. κατὰ τάχος wv πανδημί : how 
long before the Karneia the force was 
despatched to Thermopylai is not clearly 
indicated. The more time elapsed since 
its departure, the more need of hurry 
after the feast. The full forces would 
presumably be the normal two-thirds ; 


cp. 9. 10 infra; the remaining third - 


would serve to garrison the city. 

οἱ λοιποὶ τῶν συμμάχων : not the 
same as οἱ ἄλλοι σύμμαχοι above, but the 
Peloponnesian allies who were λοιποί from 
the point of view of the πρόδρομοι ; cp. 6. 
203 supra. 


 ἐνένωντο Reiske: 


ἐνενῶντο Bz: évvevavro P: 
207. 2 διενένωντο Reiske: 
3 éyivero B 


7. évévevro, i.e. ἐνενόηντο. There 
seems no especial temporal force in the 
pluperfect ; but we can maintain the pas- 
sive form, ‘were minded’; op. διενένωντο 
infra. A deponent middle may be con- 
jectured (ἐννοοῦμαι) ; in 1. 77 the word 
occurs as a true ive. 

8. ᾿Ολυμπιάς : the 75th. It has been 
calculated that the fifth and last day of 
the festival in 480 B.o. fell on August 
19, by our reckoning; cp. Busolt, Gr. 
Gesch, ii.* 674 n. 

As a chronological indicium this 
notice is of supreme importance; cp. 
a sacar V. § 2 (d). 

ow far the κωλύματα θεῶν were bona 
Jide and truly grounds of action, or in- 
action, in 480 B.c. it is hard to say; in 
the record they have a decidedly apolo- 
getic ring; but the apology, the real 
reason, alike go to show that the defence 
of Thermopylai-Artemision was (1) seri- 
ously meant, and (2) believed at the 
time to have been adequately provided. 
These points are important in view of 
the later form of the Thermopylai legend, 
which represented the fiasco as a deliber- 
ately ee event. 

207. 3. 6 Πέρσης: cp. just below στρατὸν 
τὸν Μήδων, a curious variation, perhaps 
correct. Hdt. uses Πέρσης : Μήδων ocours 
in the m from the Hellenes. 
Xerxes heard in Thessaly of the occupa- 
tion of Thermopylai, c. 196 supra, 208 
infra. 

κα . «ἀπαλλαγῆς: not- 
withstanding their valiant m ein, 
208 supra, they are as poor-spirited as 
their brethren at Artemision, c. 188 
supra! It might be supposed that 
Leonidas sent the message, while the 
allies are here to blame ; but Hit. speaks 
of οἱ Ἕλληνες in both cases. If there is 
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ὠβουλεύοντο περι ἀπαλλαγῆς. Too μέν vw ἄλλοισι [ledo- 
ς ποννησίρεσε ἐδόκεε ἐλθοῦσι ἐς Πελοκόννησον τὸν Ἰσθμὸν ἔχειν 
ὧν φυλακη΄ Λεωνίδης δέ, Φωεέων καὶ A\capew περισεερχεύόστων 
τῇ γνώμῃ ταύτῃ, αὐτοῦ τε μένειν ἐψηφίζετο πέμπειν τε ὠγγέ- 
λους ds τὰς πόλιας κελεύοντάς σῴε ἐπιβοηθέειν, ὡς ἐόντων 
αὐτῶν ὀλώγων στρατὸν τὸν Μίήδων ἀλέξασθα:. 

Ταῦτα βουλευομένων σφέων, ἔπεμπε Ξέρξης κατάσκοπον 
ἑσπέα ἰδέσθαι ὁκόσοι εἶσι καὶ ὅ τι ποιέοιεν. ἀκηκόεε δὲ ἔτι 
day ἐν θθεσσαλίῃ ὡς ἀἁλισμένη εἴη ταύτῃ στρατιὴ ὀλύγη, καὶ 
τοὺς ἡγεμόνας ws εἴησαν Λακεδαιμόνιοί τε καὶ Λεωνέδης ἐὼν 
ς γένος ᾿“Ηρακλείδης. ὡς δὲ προσήλασε ὁ ἱππεὺς πρὸς τὸ 
στρατόπεδον, ἐθηεῖτό τε καὶ κατώρα πᾶν μὲν οὗ τὸ στρατό- 
πέδον’ τοὺς γὰρ ἔσω τεταγμένους τοῦ τείχεος, τὸ ἀνορθώσαντες 


4, & πελοπονησίοισι εἰ πελοπόνησον Ri 6 τεριστερχθέντων 
Valckenaer, Holder, van H.: περισπτερχέων ἐόντων Schaefer 8 
κελείκγωονταᾳ σφίσιῖ van H. || ἐπιβοηθέειν σφιν B 9 τὸν: τῶν B 
208, 1 σφέων : αὐτῶν Krueger: ‘An delendum ?’ van H. 2 avo a || 
εἶεν Valckenaser || ἀκηκόεε z: ἠκηκόεε codd. (ἠκήκοε 8 Ὁ |] ἐὼν ere B 
8 ἁλισκομένη C 6 ἐθηεῖτο... στρατόπεδον om. R 

any listerical backyround for the panic 


at this pein perhaps αὶ council of war 
was held in view of the fleet having 


give a vote, but to make the decision ; 


cp. 9. 55 ψηφίζεσθαι μὴ φεύγειν. 
9 ι: asif from ἀλέκω. Contr. 


left Arteminion (if it did leave Arte- 
mialon) in consequence of the storm. If 
no, the fleet was probably represented 
at the council, tn any case the fact 
that Leonidas does not evacuate Ther- 
mopylal shows that the flect was in- 
tonding to return to Artemision, weather 
pormitting. 

δ, ἐδόκεε, not ote—it is not pretended 
that they went as far as that. This is 
the firnt explicit mention of the plan to 
mako the Isthmos the actual line of 
defence, a plan which must have been 
fully conaiderod before the Grecks went 
to Thermopylal and Artomision ; op. cc. 
176, 177 eupre, This observation further 
dinoredita the narrativo in this place. 

6. Φωκέων καὶ Λοκρῶν περ χε- 
évrev: tho verb σπέρχεσθαι would here 

{ve πορισπερχθέντων ; op. σπερχθείς 1. 
3, dowdpxero 6, 88. περισπερχέειν 
would be from adj. πορισπερχής. (So 
Stein, after Baohr, after Valckenaer.) 
The xeal of the Phokians and Lokrians 
diaoredita the story of their earlier 
ποι ἴον (ap. a 182 supra), and supports 
the ae that they contnbuted 


largely to the garrison at Thermopylai. 
F Nenettere he had not merely to 


ἀλεξησόμενοι, 8. 81, 108. 

208. 2. ὁκόσοι εἰσὶ καὶ ὅ τι ποιόοιεν : 
the ‘being’ indicative, the ‘doing’ 
optative ; the one categorical, the other 
conjectural. Stein refers to 5.13 τίνες 
εἰσὶ καὶ τί ἐθέλοντες ἔλθοιεν : Baehr to c. 
208 supra. 

4. ‘Acervt8ns lav γένος ᾿Ηρακλείδη: 

tifying intelligence to the Achaimenid. 

emaratos would have explained its full 
significance. Xerxes must have been 
well served by Thessalian scouts, or 
Argive traitors, in his intelligence- 
departinent. 

. 6 lwwets. Was only a single rider 
sent out on this reconnaissance? That 
will scarcely have been the case. Xerxes 
in ex hypothesit at Trachis. The recon- 
noitring party will have made its way 
round through the ‘West Gate,’ and 
along the » past the θερμὰ λουτρά to 
the slope up to the Middle Gate. The 
Persians, however, are probably in actual 
occupation of the West Gate, of the hill 
above it (c. 200), and of the low ground 
as far as ‘Thermopylai,’ or at least the 
‘Chytroi.” The king, however, would 
be to the rear. 

7. τοῦ τείχεος : op. c. 176. 
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εἶχον ἐν φυλακῇ, οὐκ old τε ἦν κατιδέσθαι" ὃ δὲ τοὺς ὄξω 
ἐμάνθανε, τοῖσι πρὸ τοῦ τείχεος τὰ ὅπλα ἔκειτο" ἔτυχον δὲ 


τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον Λακεδαιμόνιοι ἔξω τεταγμένοι. 


τοὺς μὲν τὸ 


δὴ ὥρα γυμναζομένους τῶν ἀνδρῶν, τοὺς δὲ τὰς κόμας κτενιζο- 


μένους. 


ταῦτα δὴ θεώμενος ἐθώμαξε καὶ τὸ πλῆθος ἐμάνθανε. 


μαθὼν δὲ πάντα ἀτρεκέως ἀπήλαυνε ὀπίσω κατ᾽ ἡσυχίην 
οὔτε γάρ τις ἐδίωκε ἀλογίης τε ἐνεκύρησε πολλῆς" ἀπελθών 


te ἔλεγε πρὸς Ἐξέρξην τά περ ὀπώπεε πάντα. 


ἘΞέρξης οὐκ εἶχε συμβαλέσθαι τὸ ἐόν, ὅτι παρασκευάζοιντο ὡς 
ἀπολεόμενοί τε καὶ ἀπολέοντες κατὰ δύναμιν" ἀλλ᾽ αὐτῷ γελοῖα 
γὰρ ἐφαίνοντο ποιέειν, μετεπέμψατο Δημάρητον τὸν ᾿Αρίστωνος 


ἐόντα ἐν τῷ στρατοπέδῳ. 


ἀπικόμενον δέ μὲν εἰρώτα ἘΞέρξηςς 


12 ἐθώμαζε BCz, Stein?: ἐθώυμαζε BAcorr., Stein! (sic): ἐθαύμαζε Apr. 


13 πάντα: ταῦτα 


Holder, van H. 


ἠρώτα CPz 


8. ὃ δέ: the resumed subject with δέ 
corresponding to πᾶν μὲν of above ; op. 
ce. 6]. 21 

10. Aax t: probably without 
reference to οἱ xarecrewres τριηκόσιοι in 
c. 205, and a valuable hint that there 
was a Lakedaimonian force present (1000 
strong?) besides the king’s bodyguard ; 
cp. 6. 202 supra, Diodor. 11. 4.6. Evi- 
dently the contingents each in turn was 
posted outside the wall, and ‘piled’ 
their shields, apparently, while on sentry- 

o. The exact number on duty at a time 
is not stated, nor the number reported 
by the Persian. Possibly Hdt. himself, 
like most of his commentators, under- 
stands that the 300 Spartans were all on 
duty outside the wall, and that the scout 
mistook them for the whole Greek force 
( patent absurdity on the face of it). 

he story is, of course, all designed ἐπ 
matorem gloriam Spartanorum. 

11. γυμναζομένονς . . aren 
“corpus exercentes, comam pectentes,”’ 
Baehr (xrels). These employments appear 
to have astonished the barbarian. The 
superb explanation follows in the next 
chapter with Hellenic irony. 

14. ἀλογίης re ἐνετύρησε πολλῆς. The 
construction is observable; cp. 4. 140. 
The dative in 4. 128, 2. 82, 8. 77 and c. 
218 infra. omens is puzzled by the 
use of the compoun with the regimen 
of the simple verb, and ts that 
the preposition has only the force of the 


14 ἐνεκήρυσσε ἃ: ἐκύρησε Valckenaer, 
15 τε: δὲ Cdz || ξέρξεα BPs, van H. 
παρεσκευάζοντο B, Holder: παρασκεναζοίατο van H. 


209. 2 
δ μιν om. B || 


English ‘withal’ (but that suggests 
rather ovyxupeis). : Le is no slave to 
grammar ; cp. c. 192 supra. 

On the material side, was this ἀλογίη 
altogether creditable to the Greek look- 
out? Perhaps the officer was still more 
astonished thereby. Does it mean that 
the Spsrtans had made up their minds 
to die, and nothing mattered! Is it an 
exaggeration, due to the ‘legend’! 

Diodoros 11. 5. 4 instead of the single 
scout makes Xerxes send envoys to de- 
mand the surrender of the Greeks, and 
reports a very rhetorical reply on their 
part: that is genuine Ephoros. 

209. 2. εἶχε, re ἐδύνατο: cp. Hdt.’s 
own οὐκ ἔχω c. 183 supra, ete. 

τὸ ἐόν, ‘the truth,’ the fact: op.c. 
237 infra τῷ ἐόντι ὅτι .. 

8. : the absurdity must surely 
have lain in the paucity of the force on 
guard rather than in their gymnastic 
exercises and care of their persons. 

4. Δημάρητον τὸν ᾿ : the 
ey ae again, which is such an 
especial compliment in the case of this 
exile. Cp. occ. 3, 101 supra. Is the 
story here from the same source as the 
stories of Demaratos in /i.c.? Here he 
seems to be merely a of the Lake- 
daimonian legend of Thermopylai. The 
assumption that all the passages in 
which Demaratos figures are necessarily 
from one source is by no means inevit- 
able. Cp. note toc. 239 infra. 
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313 HPOAOTOY va 


fearta τούτων, ἐθέλων μαθεῖν τὸ ποιεύμενον πρὸς τῶν Aaxe- 
δαιμονίων, ὃ δέ εἶπε “ἤκουσας μὲν «αἱ πρότερόν pew, εὖτε 
or τον “Ελλάδα, περί τῶν ἀνδρῶν τούτων- ἀκούσως 
be γέλωτά με Bev λέγοντα τῇ wep ὥρων ἐκβησόμενα [πρή- 

so γματα] ταῦτα’ ἐμοὶ yap τὴν ἀληθείην ἀσκέειν ἀντία σεῦ 
βασιλεῦ ἀγὼν μόγιστος ἐστί. ἄκουσον δὲ καὶ νῦν οἱ ἄνδρες 
οὗτοι ἁπίκατας μαχησόμενοι ἡμῖν περὶ τῆς ἐσόδου, καὶ ταῦτα 
παρασκευάζονται. νόμος γάρ ode ἔχων οὕτω ἐστί: ἐπεὰν 
μόλλωσι κινδυνεύειν τῇ ψυχῆ, τότε τὰς κεφαλὰς κοσμέονται. 
ιφάπίστασο δέ, εἰ τούτους τε καὶ τὸ ὑπομένον ἐν Σπάρτῃ 
καταστρέψεαι, ἔστι οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἔθνος ἀνθρώπων τὸ σὲ βασιλεῦ 
ὑπομενέεε χεῖραᾳ dyracipopevov: νῦν γὰρ πρὸς βασιληίην τε 
[καὶ] καλλίστην [πόλιν] τῶν ἐν “Ἕλλησι προσφέρεαε καὶ 


ἄνδρας ἀρίστους." κάρτα τε δὴ Ἐξδρξῃ ἄπιστα ἐφαίνετο τὰ 


δ purbliery Bz 8 ὡρμῶμεν Pz: ὁρμῶμεν ceteri: ὁρμέομεν Stein! 
λέγωντά περ ἢ: λέγοντα τά περ Schweighseuser, Baehr, Stein! II τῇ 
ΚΕ tain? ; tytep (‘divinatio Reiskii’ Weeseling) Bekker, Dindorf: xarazep 
Kainke || τὰ πρήγματα Krueger, van H.: πρήγματα secl. Stein® 11 
ὦ βασιλεῦ B, Stein!, Holder, van H. 13 τερασκευάζονται R (Stein) : 
τερασσκενάζονται Ὁ ν (Holder) : γέρας σκενάζονται Β (Gaisf.) | οὕτω ἔχων B, 
Holder, van as wy om. C 14 κοσμέονται: σμέονται Valckenzaer, 
van Hf, Wea Ὗ | τε: yea 18 καὶ καλλώτην πόλιν a, 
Μμ ; καὶ ath καλλίστην coni. idem 19 ἄπιστα ξέρξῃ BPz, 
Holder, van H. 


7, ἤκονσαν μὲν καὶ w ν the 
κά τ In ourlounly lay anid. dis. 
courteous; the forauld ‘I told you so’ 
lw noldom @ mark of tact: {s Demaratos 
annoyad? ‘Tho reference spears to be 
tu the oonvoraation in oo, 101 -104 edie 

οὔτε ὁρμῶμεν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα: 





tary ΟΟΧΟΟΙΣΩΌΓΥ ᾿᾿--- 48 alas !— and 
extends the censure to the bright polish 
of their arms, the battle-wreath, and 
the crimson tunic of the Spartan brave. 
Xenophon (de rep. Lac. 13. 8) thought 
some of these things μάλα ὠφέλιμα. 
Plutarch (Lyk. 22) reports a saying of 


wan at Dor "ον, not ‘when carta? 
on the expedition against Hellas; but 
eee Demaratos joined at Doriskos. 
nerd nay bo the (unaugmonted) im- 
parfoot, 

ν. γέλωτά pe ev: for the fact op. 6. 
108 anpre; for the form, 8. 29 οὐ χαίροντες 
γέλωτα dud θήσεσθε. 

ὥρων, purely mental: of ‘the in- 
want eye.’ (po. 212 1 18. On the 
praction of truthfulness op. oc. 101, 284. 

VR ἀπίκαται: iq. ἀπιγμένοι εἰσί. 

ταῦτα - μάχεσθαι is very like οὕτω. 

18, νόμος... ἔχων οὕτω : surely not a 
Miatinet οὐνβοϊαναμξ. ἔχων οὔτω, ‘to this 
affoot.' 

The law, of cuatom, in question 
Canon Rawlinson stigmatize as‘ mili- 


the great legislator’s in favour of hair- 

dressing. It made the Spartans -yop- 

dle ta Xenoph. op. ¢« 11. 3. The 
uabians of Tacitus (Germ. 38) in alti- 

tudinem quandam εἰ terrorem, aditurt 

bella, comptt, ut hostium oculis, ornantur. 

a scarlet tunic hid the blood, Xenoph. 
6. 

15. ἐπίστασο: as the middle imper. of 
ἴστημι is ἵστασο (ἴστω), ἐπίσταμαι follows 
suit ; it may be the same word originally 
Neat even Attic Greek preserves the 
orm unas are This passage makes 
the attitude and action of Sparta the 
supreme and crucial question for the 
Persian king, and implicitly claims the 
credit of the Greek deliverance for 
Sparta. 

19. τὰ λοξόμενα, by Demaratos ; bat 
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λεγόμενα εἶναι, καὶ δεύτερα ἐπειρώτα ὅντινα τρόπον τοσοῦτοι 20 
ἐόντες τῇ ἑωυτοῦ στρατιῇ μαχήσονται. ὃ δὲ εἶπε “ ὦ βασιλεῦ, 
ἐμοὶ χρᾶσθαι ὡς ἀνδρὶ ψεύστῃ, ἣν μὴ ταῦτά τοι ταύτῃ ἐκβῇ 
τῇ ἐγὼ λέγω." 

Ταῦτα λέγων οὐκ ἔπειθε τὸν Ἐξέρξην. τέσσερας μὲν δὴ 210 
παρεξῆκε ἡμέρας, ἐλπίζων αἰεί σφεας ἀποδρήσεσθαι" πέμπτῃ 
δέ, ὡς οὐκ ἀπαλλάσσοντο ἀλλά οἱ ἐφαίνοντο ἀναιδείῃ τε καὶ 
ἀβουλίῃ διαχρεώμενοι μένειν, πέμπει ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς Μήδους τε 
καὶ Κισσίους θυμωθείς, ἐντειλάμενος σφέας ζωγρήσαντας ἄγειν ς 
ἐς ὄψιν τὴν ἑωυτοῦ. ὡς δ᾽ ἐσέπεσον φερόμενοι ἐς τοὺς 
Ἕλληνας οἱ Μῆδοι, ἔπιπτον πολλοί, ἄλλοι δ᾽ ἐπεσήισαν, καὶ 
οὐκ ἀπηλαύνοντο καίπερ μεγάλως προσπταίοντες. δῆλον 8 
ἐποίευν παντί τεῳ καὶ οὐκ ἥκιστα αὐτῷ βασιλέι, ὅτι πολλοὶ 


90 εἶναι om. BPz, Holder, secl. van H. || ἐπηρώτα CPz 
τε εἰσι TH 2 || μαχήσεσθαι ἃ: μαχέσεσθαι z 
210. 1 τέσσαρας C 


28 τηια: ws B 
παρῆκε van H. || ἀεὶ β, Holder 
van H. 
7 ἐπεσήεσαν B 
Holder, van H. || δ᾽ a: δὴ 8 


the tense is observable: cp. a stronger 
instance, c. 287 infra. 

20. τοσοῦτοι, ‘so few’ (only so many) ; 
cp. 4. 159. 

22. ψεύστῃ: Valckenaer, Baehr, and 
Blakesley seein this word here a genuinely 
Persian touch ; cp. 1. 188. The Dareios 
of Hdt. forgets that, and talks rank 
sophistry, 3. 72. 

210. 1. τέσσερας μὲν δὴ παρεξῆκε 

μέρας : these four days have to be 
reckoned with in the Diary of Artemision- 
Thermopylai. Hdt’s. reason for the 
delay is to be noted: Xerxes was waiting 
to allow the Greeks to run away (ἀποδρή- 
σεσθαι): that is absurd. Diodoros 11. 
δ makes the king send for reinforce- 
ments, and inserts overtures to Leonidas 
here, in rhetorical style; but negotiations 
there may have been. Rawlinson sug- 
gests, as the real reason of the delay, 
that the king was looking to obtain 
‘* the co-operation of his fleet, and only 
began the attack when that hope failed 
him ”’—an extraordinary pa oh for, 
as recent students have generally per- 
ceived, the Persian fleet and army were 
co-operating, and Hat. himself makes the 
three engagements by sea synchronous 
with the three days’ fightipg on land ; 
ep. further, Appendix V. § 4. 


5 σφεας a, Stein!: ode B 
8 ἀπηλαύνοντο d: 


21 rp: οἷοί 
22 τοι: σοι ἃ: om. B 
2 παρῆκεν B, Holder : 
4 χρεώμενοι B: διαχρεόμενοι P, 
6 δὲ ἐπέπεσον B: δ᾽ ἐπέπεσον 5 
ἀπελαύνοντο a: ἀπήλαυνον B, 


2. πέμπτῃ: the first day of actual 
fighting ; ep. 8. 9-11. 

4. Μήδους re καὶ Κισσίονξ : op. oo. 
62, 86. Were these infantry, and in- 
fantry only? The terrain would not 
lend itself to cavalry (cp. ο. 176 supra), 
though the word ἀπηλα just below 
might suggest mounted men. Diodoros 
(in a very rhetorical passage, 11. 6, 7) 
makes the Medes advance first, and on 
their defeat, the Kissians and Sakai. 

5. (s: cp. c. 11 supra, c. 238 
rate It can hardly be taken seriously 

ere. 


6. ὡς δ᾽ ἐσέπεσον. . ἔπιπτον : not 
very elegant. The protasis, too, is leas 
Herodotean than ὅκως ἐσπέσοιεν would 
have been (Stein). 

9. πολλοὶ μὲν & . . ὀλίγοι δὲ 
ἄνδρες : it seems most forcible to take 
ἄνθ. and ἄνδρες as predicative. Tho anti- 
thesis is unfair to the ‘barbarians’ on 
Hdt’s. own showing. For the matter 
cp. 8. 68. The form of the antithesis is 
common: πολλοὶ μὲν vrapOnxopbpa παῦροι 
δέ τε βακχοί Plato, Phaedo 69; πολλοὶ 
“γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί S. 
Matth, 22.14. The subject of ἐποίευν is 
rather vague. Stein regards the remark 
as an insertion, and mal 4 (‘‘an 
nicht eben passender Stelle’’). 
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10 μὲν ἄνθρωποι elev, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἄνδρες. 
211 δι’ ἡμέρης. 


914 


ἐγίνετο δὲ . 
ἐπείτε δὲ οἱ Μῆδοι τρηχέως περιείπονι 


οὗτοι μὲν ὑπεξήισαν, οἱ δὲ Πέρσαι ἐκδεξάμενοι ἐπ: 
ἀθανάτους ἐκάλεε βασιλεύς, τῶν ἦρχε “Ὑδάρνης, ὧι 


ye εὐπετέως κατεργασόμενοι. 


ὡς δὲ 


καὶ οὗτοι 


ς τοῖσι “Ἕλλησι, οὐδὲν πλέον ἐφέροντο τῆς στρατιῆς Ti 
ἀλλὰ τὰ αὐτά, ἅτε ἐν στεινοπόρῳ τε χώρῳ pay 
δόρασι βραχυτέροισι χρεώμενοι ἤ περ οἱ “ἙΕλληνει 


ὄχοντες πλήθεϊ χρήσασθαι. 


Λακεδαιμόνιοι δὲ ἐμάχ 


λόγον, ἄλλα τε ἀποδεικνύμενοι ἐν οὐκ ἐπισταμένοισ. 
10 ἐξεπιστάμενοι, καὶ ὅκως ἐντρέψειαν τὰ νῶτα, ἁλέες 
δῆθεν, οἱ δὲ βάρβαροι ὁρῶντες φεύγοντας βοῇ τε κ 
ἐπήισαν, of δ᾽ ἂν καταλαμβανόμενοι ὑπέστρεφον ὁ 


τοῖσι βαρβάροισι, μεταστρεφόμενοι 


ἀναριθμήτους τῶν ἹἸΠερσέων" 
τις Σπαρτιητέων ἐνθαῦτα ὀλίγοι. 


10 δὲ ἡ (ΞΥ : δ᾽ ἡ AB: δὴ Ρ: δὲ dz 
8 ὑρδάνης B 
6 τε χώρῳ om. β, Holder: χώρῳ tantum 866]. var 


ἐπήεσαν RS: ἐποίησαν V 
om. C 


δὲ κατέβαλλ 
ὄπιπτον δὲ καὶ ¢ 
ἐπεὶ δὲ οὐδὲν ἐδυνέ 


211. 2 ἐ 
5 τῆς My 


δούρασι van H. || μικροτέροισι SV: μακροτέροισι R || χρεόμει 


8 πλήθεσι a 
vel ἐπειδὴ ? van H. || ἐδύνατο C 


211. 1. τρηχέως περιείποντο : op. 5. 1. 
Diodoros, i.e. Ephoros, apparently ob- 
served that Hdt. here only withdrew the 
Medes, and therefore made the Kissians 
previously give place to the Medes, as 
the Medes here now to the Persians. 

2. τοὺς ἀθανάτους ἐκάλεε βασιλεύς : 
ep. cc. 81, 83 supra. That ‘the king’ 
called them Immortals is a curious state- 
ment: cp. note c. 215 infra. And should 
not the figure (οἱ μύριοι) come in? And 
were the ‘Immortals’ really employed as 
yet? 

3. Ὑδάρνης : c. 83 supra. 

5. οὐδὲν πλέον ἐφέροντο : cp. 8. 29, 
62, 4. 129, c. 218 infra. 


τῆς στρατιῆς : sc. τούτου ὅπερ ἡ 
στρατιὴ ἐφέρετο. (Very different from 
φερόμενοι supra. ) 


6. ἅτε. Hdt. gives apparently three, 
but really two reasons, as the first and 
third coalesce. (i.) The battle-field was 
στεινόπορος (as subst. c. 223 infra, cp. 
Thuc. 7. 78. 1) so that the superior 
numbers could not deploy. (ii.) The 
‘ Hellenes’ had superior weapons. (Dio- 


11 ὁρέωντες Cz: ὁρέοντες a, Stein, van H. 


doros makes the fighting 
τὸ στενώτατον τῆς παρόδου 
cp. 6. 176 supra, and puts 
on the shields, not the 

Greeks. ) 

8. ἐμάχοντο ἀξίως Ad& 
λόγος was forthcoming, | 
Thermopylai. 

9. ἐν οὐκ ba 
These words, though refer 
to the barbarians, also cove 
among whom the Lakeda: 
just before been included. 

10. ἐξεπιστάμενοι: the 
thoroughly trained and d: 
Tiors, ‘ past masters’ of tk 
ing, men of science in 
τεχνῖται τῶν πολεμικῶν X 
Lac. 18. 5. 

ὅκως ἐντρέψειαν. 
true frequentatives. Cy 
supra. ͵ 

12. κα ν ι," 
selves to be overtaken: t 
the slope, in front of the 
turn on their pursuers. 
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λαβεῖν ot Πέρσαι τῆς ἐσόδου πειρώμενοι καὶ κατὰ τέλεα καὶ 


παντοίως προσβάλλοντες, ἀπήλαυνον ὀπίσω. 


προσόδοισι [τῆς μάχης] λέγεται βασιλέα θηεύμενον τρὶς ἀνα- 


δραμεῖν ἐκ τοῦ θρόνου δείσαντα περὶ τῇ στρατιῇ. 


τότε μὲν 


οὕτω ἠγωνίσαντο, τῇ δ᾽ ὑστεραίῃ οἱ βάρβαροι οὐδὲν ἄμεινον 


ἀέθλεον. 


ἅτε γὰρ ὀλίγων ἐόντων . . ., ἐλπίσαντες σφέαςς 


κατατετρωματίσθαι τε καὶ οὐκ οἵους τε ὄσεσθαι ἔτι χεῖρας 


ἀνταείρεσθαι συνέβαλλον. 


οἱ δὲ “ἕλληνες κατὰ τάξις τε καὶ 


κατὰ ἔθνεα κεκοσμημένοι ἦσαν, καὶ ἐν μέρεϊ ὅκαστοι ἐμάχοντο, 
πλὴν Φωκέων οὗτοι δὲ ἐς τὸ ὄρος ἐτάχθησαν φυλάξοντες 


τὴν ἀτραπόν. 


ὡς δὲ οὐδὲν [εὕρισκον] ἀλλοιότερον οἱ Πέρσαι το 


ἢ τῇ προτεραίῃ ἐνώρων, ἀπήλαυνον. 


᾿Απορέοντος δὲ βασιλέος ὅ τι χρήσηται τῷ παρεόντι 218 


πρήγματι, Ἔπιάλτης ὁ Εὐρυδήμου ἀνὴρ Μηλιεὺς ἦλθέ οἱ ἐς 


16 ὁδοῦ B || πειρεόμενοι P, van H. || καὶ ante κατὰ om. 8 


τῆς μάχης 5866]. van H., Stein® 
lacunam indic. Stein’ 
Holder, van H. || τάξεις B: τάξιν C 
malit van H. 
Holder, van H., Stein® 


χρήσαιτο z 


16. κατὰ τέλεα καὶ wavroles: τέλος can 
no doubt apply to infantry, cp. 1. 108, 
and ο. 83 supra (in c. 87 of the cavalry) ; 
but the wayrolws may cover an attempt 
to use horsemen. (4 vvov is, of 
course, indecisive ; cp. ὁ. 210 1. 4.) 

412. 2. : cp. πρόσοδον c. 
223 infra, τὴν πρόσοδον 9. 101. Here 
προσβολῇσι might be expected. 

The formula suggests a 
misgiving. Who was the author of this 
report? (Demaratos 3) 

ἀναδ ἐκ τοῦ θρόνον : once 
for the Medes, once for the Kissians, 
once for the Persians! His throne would 
probably have been set on the hill of (or 
above) Anthele, by the Amphiktyonid 
buildings ; cp. ὁ. 200 supra. ἀναδραμεῖν 
Ξξ ἀναπηδᾶν, cp. 8. 155, where Dareios 
leaps from his throne at the siege of 
Babylon to see Zopyros. (ἐκ θρόνου ἄλτο 
11. 20. 62 of ‘ Aidoneus.’) 

4. τῇ δ᾽ ὑστεραίῃ : the second day's 
fighting (cp. 8. 14). Hdt.’s account of the 
fighting at Thermopylai on this day is 


very e and pe unctory. Diodorose 
11. 8 (Ephoros) has a rationalized and 
rhetori passage, in which Xerxes 


makes the attack on the second day, not 


6 ἔτι om. B 


9 φυλάξαντες B 
213. 1 τοῦ βασιλέος B || χρήσεται B: 


212. 2 
4 οὕτως B || ἀμείνονα ἔθελον BI: 
7 avracipac Oa: B, Stein’, 
8 κατὰ: τὰ C || ἦσαν, καὶ abesse 
10 εὕρισκον secl. Madvig, 


κατ᾽ ἔθνεα but with picked troops, selected 
and combined, the best out of all nations 
in his army. In truth perhaps there 
was not much fi hting on this day. If 
8. 12 is correct, there had been a violent 
storm during the preceding night. 

5. ὀλίγων ἐόντων : sc. τῶν ᾿Ελλήνων. 

7. , ‘attacked,’ ‘joined 
battle’; cp. συμβολή. 

κατὰ τάξις re καὶ κατὰ ἔθνεα. Some 
of the ἔθνη were hardly large enough to 
undertake alone, e.g. the Korinthians ; 
others were larger than necessary perhaps, 
e.g. the Arkadians; they may have 
fought by ‘chiliads’: Lakedaimonians, 
Arkadians (2 chiliads), rest of Pelo- 
ponnese, Boiotians, Lokrians (2 or more 
chiliads). 

8. κεκοσμημένοι ἦσαν : not identical 
in foree with κεκοσμήατο, cp. c. 196. 4 
su 

ἕκαστοι : the divisions so organized. 
10. τὴν il i Fas 9. me supra. 
[εὕρισκον]: ἐνώρων, if genuine, 
sight tore changed places with advan- 
tage; but cp. App. Crit. 

418. 2. ° της ὁ Εἰὐὐρνδήμον ἀνὴρ 
Μηλιεύς. Ηἀάϊξ,, in spite of variant tra- 
ditions, regards Ephialtes, son of Eury- 


ἐν ταύτῃσι τῆσι 212 


ΣΝ 


2,4 


ἘΣΚΞΩΤΖΖΕ 


spon: fn pigs wage ζασιλάοα ecm «ἰσεσκε ἄξιαασε τε 
thy ὠσρονν tip 4a τι igen Φίρονεαν ἐς Geppeethas, cu 
eitheuge t0 Terry ὑνιρεσαρταε Escape. ievep te 
hein Aaadmupwier, herp ὁ εσσαλέην, om αὐ buyer 
bas τῶν WNeswpyww τῶν ᾿᾿Αμφιατυύνων ἐς rp lislasp 


“ιν »" “μόνην; 


ἀργύριον ἐπιηρύχθη χρόσῳ be ὕστεραν, 


4 thy in thaw, νων HL: sips | eves B: οἵ σασθαι A: 


A bya 640 @ 


1 γῶν, 


have, © Weliaw, we tha ‘tesitta’ “an 
pamarrin ψόγαν lawn, α 254, whave he io 
ey sy) mink ireninaly 20 4 ἴφηκνιφε, 
@ an praeninally wf μα μον, The 
wate 4 αὶ [9}9,}7 wrintinem iia, aA 
ΜΝ ὦ “δ. Mnesnithion (Keil, sneer, 
Nuh a Κ, ee ᾽'Μυνιξάλγην, Did he hope 
4“ α μ» al ἐγιδη μα frerm the king? 
Si "να 6}, ΚΒ. ἢ the Srachinian is 
whiney ὙΠ i‘ ale 

4 γ a) BOeppowt ς δ, 
414 dee sites ihe jath, more procleely, 
we wml, wh Al pooticnm (adc), bot it aarp 
Noe wall ἡνέμοιν ἐφ 69, ‘tr Ina (oarry) to 
Siarmopylal, Op. note toe. 292, 

ἢ, φαύγῃ!, an, ἐν ϑορμωπόλῃσι, 

ὕστερον δέ! weantly how long after 

Nt. unfottinataly down not say; but ft 
hgh! he we wmtly an the autumn of 479 
wt, (aflen the vintory at Platalal, and 
te pula onbot the modising Thobana). 
‘Ihe μεν te wet pon hia head by the 
My lagerel when he in already in exile: 
Vile ΔΨ cat heat be connected with the 
ΠΑΝ δ] ἢ revival of the Amphi- 
μίγη. Ἰιρημην, whieh followed the 
Ablontan arganiaation of the Dellan oon- 
tueleracy, and van tantly be dated before 
Qf ΔΥδ μαννα ope. WEN dafea,  Porhapa 
Whe Αἰ νη pruneedinge of Leotyohidas 
ιν Uheaaly wore not unoonneoted with 
UN δι Πὰν of Kplaltea (op. 6. 72); 
aid {τὸ Ἀμμ ΜΔ} Oetaa of \atgonidas 
wind af μανία, taygether with the 
aeiveral leprvantin of Sparta, which leated 
wuatly a yiarter al a century, may have 
evitaged μαϊ να tu ovturn to hia own 
Vaal “Nite vleatty may be dated some 
Youre altar hie ordinate fell a victim 
AMiwMely tea private, or loaal, feud: 
Wve the Nypartana at leant nyganted han 
Qe tery eaten amd ‘Shaner’ the 
ἀν ἴδον dnd aot, dead. cure 


Ww the Spartan Orawckwe wp B93) 


4 γὴν yak ἄτρεσνν “πα. θ | ctpess ut sol. CPds, van H. 
, Wnhbaprpeve ted. ven H tine: τῶν ᾿Αμφικτυάνων πεεὶ. 
Monten ‘“Ayfnerover tantim Mein? * 


Hteromnemonces had charge of sacred or 
hierarchic questions (cp. in modified 
form K. F. Hermann’s Lehrbuch 1.5 p. 
98 .); but Cauer (ap. Pauly- Wissowa i. 
1922 ff.) has shown the untenable char- 
acter of this distinction, and asnigns, at 
least down to Aitolian times, the 

ministration of the Delphic temple to 
the Hteromnemones, but all the jurisdic- 
tion of the etre to the Pylagoroi. 
The evidence for this conclusion is chiefly 
from the fourth century, but the present 
case would suit therewith. Anyway the 
Pylagoroi were presumably the older and 
the original Board, dating from a time 
bofore the Amphiktyons had charge of 
lelphi, and when their only meetings, 
in apring and in autumn, took place at 
Thermopylai. Sonaturally the Pylagoroi 
were charged with thesacrifice for Demeter, 
Strabo 420 (ἔθυον δὲ τῇ Δήμητρι οἱ πυλ- 
αγόροι).. The exact number of Pylagoroi 
appears doubtful; Athens apparently 
elected three in the time of Aischines (ce. 
Ktesiph. 115). That would give a total 
of thirty-six, if each of the twelve 
members had equal rights. The repre- 
sentatives were perhaps appointed only 
for a single meeting, Cauer, op. ¢ 1923. 
iThe number of Hisromaemones was 


twenty-four, two for each Folk, Burgel, 
edie pataciah-dol dAmphikt. p. 109.) 


It : with the adjective 
must te supplied σίνοδον or βουλήν or 
some similar term: or the term may 
denote the actual place of meeting. as in 
αλλ Mor. 4088 res «Δελφοῖς ἡ 
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κατῆλθε yap és ᾿Αντικύρην, ἀπέθανε ὑπὸ ᾿Αθηνάδεω ἀνδρὸς 


Τρηχινίου. 


ὁ δὲ ᾿Αθηνάδης οὗτος ἀπέκτεινε μὲν ᾿Επιάλτεα το 


δι’ ἄλλην αἰτίην, τὴν ἐγὼ ἐν τοῖσι ὄπισθε λόγοισι σημανέω, 


ἐτιμήθη μέντοι ὑπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων οὐδὲν ἧσσον. 


μὲν οὕτω ὕστερον τούτων ἀπέθανε,' ἔστι δὲ ὅτερος λεγόμενος 
λόγος, ὡς Ὀνήτης τε ὁ Φαναγόρεω ἀνὴρ Καρύστιος καὶ 
Κορυδαλλὸς ᾿Αντικυρεὺς εἰσὶ οἱ εἴπαντες πρὸς βασιλέα τούτους 


10 ἐπιάλτην B, Holder, van H. 


214. 2 οὕτως B || δ᾽ ἕτερος λόγος λεγόμενος B 


TlvAala συνηβᾷ καὶ συναναβόσκεται κτλ. 
The meeting here referred to may have 
been held at Delphi. 

9. és ᾿Αντικύρην : cp. c. 198 supra ; 
perhaps only as preliminary to his re- 
storation to 18. 

᾿Αθηνάδεω ἀνδρὸς Τρηχινίον : though 
his patronymic is not given, this Athen- 
ades no doubt was a man of good position 
in Trachis (and of the lakonizing , party %). 
The name occurs in Xenoph. Hed. 8. 1. 
18 at Sikyon. (Both cases omitted in 
Pauly-Wissowa, subd v.) 

11. τὴν ἐγὼ ἐν τοῖσι ὄπισθε 
σημανέω: an unfulfilled promise, and 
naturally of burning interest for the 
problem of Hdt.’s composition. The 
work of Hdt. is certainly finished and 
complete, and it might well be supposed 
that he simply forgot this pledge. But 
that supposition hardly meets the case ; 
for the promise itself appears to imply 
that Hdt., when he wrote this passage, 
contemplated bringing down his work to 
a chronological point subsequent to the 
assassination of Epialtes. He has not 
done so; and yet his work is complete. 
His original plan must, therefore, have 
undergone some modification, for the 
ὄπισθε λόγοι here will scarcely have 
designated a separate work, or supple- 
ment. When Hat. started his first work, 
the history of the invasion of Xerxes, he 
may have intended to bring the story 
down into fully contemporary history, 
or at least down to the death of Xerxes. 
But this intention suffered a great chan 
when he determined to narrate, not the 
sequel, but the antecedents, of the in- 
vasion of Greece. He was thus led by 
degrees to alter and extend his oa ἃ 
tion and plan, so as to include finally 
the treatise on Exypt, Bk. 2, which has 
even less to say to the main argument of 
his work than the promised but never 
written Assyrian Logoi might have had. 
Cp. further, Introduction, § 6. 


12 ὑπὸ ᾿Αμφικτυόνων ὃ Stein! 


4 ἅπαντες R 


214. 2. ἕτερος λεγόμενος : this 
story may have been taken by Hdt. from 
a literary authority (cp. 4. 11, 12), 
making two traitors, a man of Karystos 
and a man of Antikyra. How should 
the man of Karystos have known the 
path ? (see below); or with whom was 
this story in favour! (Athenians, pos- 
sibly?) A third story is told by Ktesias, 
Persika 24, which Stein well signalizes 
as more attractive. Thorax the Thes- 
salian, and the two most important men 
in Trachis, Kalliades and Timaphernes, 
together with Demaratos and Hegias of 
Ephesos, advise the king to attempt a 
flank movement, and the two Trachinians 
act as guides. This version is perhaps 
Asianic. 

3. ° ὁ Φαναγόρεω: the onl 
other man of this name known to jaime 
is the celebrated sculptor, Onatas, son 
of Mikon, of Aigina, a contemporary of 
the stian. Nor is the father’s name 
found elsewhere (except as that of the 
supposed founder of Phanagoreia, Steph. 
B. ws Ἑκαταῖος ᾿Ασίᾳη. For Karystos 
cp. 8. 121. 

4. Κορνδαλλός, here, and here only, 
8 man’s name, is better known as the 
name of an Attic deme (one of the 
‘periastic’ demes of the tribe Hippo- 
thoontis; cp. Milchhoeffer, Demenord- 
nung, 81; Pauly-Wissowa, ii. 2280). 
xopudés, κορυδαλλός is a lark; cp. L. ἃ 8. 
subv. For Antikyra, c. 198 supra. 

det may be simp! hic, or 
historic present, and cannot Tbe takeu to 
mean that the men in question are still 
alive at the date of composition. Cp. 
rs tl of Epialtes, who is admittedly 


τούτου: rots Adyovs: rather curious, 
for what λόγοι have been specified! The 
phrase may be taken as resuming ἦλθέ 
ra c. 218, but is a trifle slip- 
8 


Ἐπιάλτης 214 
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(Tt Mp4 cas τεῤρεηγησάρανιε τὸ ὅρος τιῶσι ἔξερσῳσι, 
wha, in a τῶν  λλήρων Πελαγέροε ἐξκεκήρυξαν οὐκ ἐπὶ 
‘Signy τὰ «αἰ Κορνδαλλῳ ἀργύρεον ἀλλ᾽ eri Ἔσιαλτῳ τῷ 
Ἰρηχωίψ, πάντως sev τὸ ἀτρεεέστατον τυθόμενοι- τοῦτο δὲ 

whvywra Ῥπωώλτην «4» ταύτην τὴν aig αἔδαρεν. 
«ἰδείη μεν yap by car ἐων μὴ Μίηλιευς ταύτην τὴν ἀτραπὸν 
᾿νήτης, εἰ τῇ χώρη πολλά ὡρεληεὼς εἴη- GX Ἔσπεάλτης 
yap ἐστε ὦ περιηγησάμενος τὸ ὄρος κατὰ τὴν ἀτραπάν, τοῦτεν 
αἴτωνν ηράφω. 


5? 215 ΞἘέρξγε δέ, ἐπεί «οἱ» ἤρεσε τὰ ὑπέσχετο Ἕπιάλτης 


G dpe γε ἐμἰκί, Vachs, slii rele: τόδε Pdz 7 Ἑλλήνων del 
Κα! κε []Πυλαγόρα Pz, van ἢ. 10 φείγοντα Stem]: φιγόνταϊῖ 
Wtein®, van ΗΠ, “δώ. Βιαϊηῖ, van H.  ὥμεν Cobet, van H. 11 καὶ 


the dw Μηλω.4 Reinke 12 ᾿Ονήτης : τις Cobet, van HL ij Ὀνήτης - - 
dr ymamiv πη. ἢ ὀμεληκίσε codd. 13 κατὰ CP: καὶ κατὰ 215. 1 
biply 2 ἐπεὶ ἡρεσε P'S (quod ‘fortasee scribendum’ cens. van H.) || οὗ add. 
s, van H., Stein® . ὑπάγχετο ὁ B, Stein! 2, Holder, van H. 


6. πιριηγησάμοενοι : the construction, 
gui τι, In obmarvabls; cp. κατηγήσαντο, 


a, 216. 

6, οὐθαμῶε ἔμοιγε πιστός. Hat. gives 
tw ranma (vebre μὲν, , τοῦτο δέ) for 
μΐν ΡΜ ; (4,) the authority of the 
Vylagorol, who put the ve on the 
haul of μία! αν, (i1.) the fact that 
Kyialtan was baniahed (or went into 
wxile), ‘and on this account.” Hdt.’s 
resus are not conclusive, It is not 
the mastion of the Pylayorol (who moatly 
came from mnedize aoe so much as 
the inveterate hontility of Sparta that 
argion Kplaltos the wretch who betrayed 
Saonidan and hia men; yet that might 
have toon Δ colourable excuse for a 
hontility baad on other causes, Hdt.’s 
nesond argumeont in atill poorer, for (1) 
he haa rapresonted Kpialtes’ oxile as 
having proanlod, at least, his oondemna- 
thon by the Pylayorof (notwithatandin 
Mtoln'e omendation; op, App. Orit.) ; (2) 
he showa that Kplaltus had a desperate 
foul with another poworful man in 
Trachia, That a man of Karystos (a 
Sfortéoré aman of Antikyra) might know 
the path Hdt. admita below, 

10, οἴϑαμεν. lilt. alao uses the form 
ἴδμεν (moat frequently in the colloquial 
expromdon τῶν ἡμεῖς (8uer), but prefers 
the fuller form in giving a deliberate 
oplaion of hie own knowledge, as in 


2. 17, 4. 46, and here. How he ‘knew’ 
the particular facts here alleged he does 
not say ; cp. Introduction, § 11. 

11. ἐὼν νυ ἃ curious phrase 
in two or three respects: as he was a 
Karystian we might expect od ; the negs- 
tive should be rather with the iciple 
than with the adjective, and the literal 
coincidence in μὴ Μηλιεύς is especially 
unfortunate. Certainly a man need not 
have been a Malian to know the path ; 

et it remains a blem how the 
arystian came by his knowledge. 

13. τοῦτον αἴτιον yeas : not ‘indict’ 
(γράφομαι), but simply ‘record’ in writ- 
ing, write down ; that is, as he has just 
done. afriov surely means ‘ guilty ’ (not 
simply ‘reum,’ Baehr). Hdt. seems to 
realize that by writing the man down 
guilty he is handing him over to eternal 
obloquy. The fuss made over the matter 
is what astonishes us. Numbers of men 
must have known of this path, and in 
any case there was a longer route (ἡ διὰ 
Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος és τὴν Ἑλλάδα, c. 176) 
by which Thermopylai could be turned 
ΔΆ soon as Xerxes made up his mind to 
abandon the merely frontal attack. 


215. 1. <ol> ἤρεσε: cp. 8. 58; 
App. Crit. Stein defends the aorist 
κατεργάσασθαι after ὑπέσχετο by reff, 
c. 184 supra, 5. 106, 6. 2, 1. 24. 


" 
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κατεργάσασθαι, αὐτίκα περιχαρὴς γενόμενος ἔπεμπε Ὕδάρνεα 
καὶ τῶν ἐστρατήγεε Ὑδάρνης: ὁρμέατο δὲ περὶ λύχνων ἁφὰς (ων ji 
( 


ἐκ τοῦ στρατοπέδου. 


τὴν δὲ ἀτραπὸν ταύτην ἐξεῦρον μὲν οἱ 
ἐπιχώριος Μηλιέες, ἐξευρόντες δὲ Θεσσαλοῖσι κατηγήσαντος 


ἐπὶ Φωκέας, τότε ὅτε οἱ Φωκέες φράξαντες τείχει τὴν ἐσβολὴν WU § 


on ἦσαν ev σκέπῃ τοῦ πολέμου. ἐκ Tocov δὴ κατεδέδεκτο ἐοῦσα 
τοὐδὲν χρηστὴ Μηλεεῦσι., ἔχει δὲ 


ἄρχεται μὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ασωποῦ ποταμοῦ τοῦ διὰ τῆς διασφάγος 


2 κατεργάσασθαι BB: κατεργάσεσθαι A, Holder, van H. 3 


ὡρμέατο a || λύχνον ΒΕ 
866]. van H., Holder 
om.) 8, Holder 


2," ᾿ καὶ τῶν ef 
cp. cc. 88 and 211 supra. is 1s prob- 
ably the first action of ‘the Immortals.’ 
Does Hdt. avoid the term from its 
having a touch of profanity for Greek 
ears ? . note c. 211 supra. 

3. περ λύχνων adds, ‘about the time 
of lamp-lighting,’ i.e. an hour after sun- 
set, as by our law! Or earlier (as at 
sea)? At any rate far more graphic than 
by the clock : yet the phrase is a ἅπαξ 
X. in Hdt., but occurs Diodor. 19. 31. 
It may be nearly equivalent to the 

ing of the first watch (cp. 9. 51). 
or a similarly picturesque phrase cp. 


c. 223 infra. 

4. i tLe π v. Naturally 
the Malians knew the path (presumabl 
from time immemorial), and it h 
actually been used in the war between 
the Thessalians and the Phokians to 
turn the position of the Phokian wall ; 
cp. c. 176 supra. 

7. ἐκ τόσον δὴ. . M The 
point of this remark is not very obvious, 
unless it be taken ironically, ‘for all 
that long time the Malians had been 
making an ill use of their discovery’ ! 
(i.e. the path); or, more imply, ‘it 
was indeed a long time since that the 
Malians had demonstrated the ill use 
the path might be put to.” Macaulay, 
following Stein, takes to refer 
not to ἡ ἀτραπός but to ἡ ἐσβολή, which 
seems formally scarce possible, and 
materially not less obscure (‘‘so long 
ago as this had the pass been prov 
by the Malians to be of no value”). 
The existence of the path could not 
render the pass wholly worthless ; it is 
the Phokian wall, rather than the pass, 
which challenges remark in the previous 


5 ἐπιχώριοι <ot> suspic. Stein? || Μηλιέες 
7 ἐκ re Stein! 2, Holder, van H. || τόσοῦδε (δὴ 


sentence; but Hdt., having mentioned 
the two betrayals of the Phokians by 
Malians (i.) to the Thessalians, (ii.) to 
the king, might well add that Malians 
had long been turning their knowledge 
of the path to ill account. 

216. 1. ἔχει δὲ ὧδε: sc. ἐστί τοιαύτη 
τις. The present is no doubt valid for 
Hadt.’s, as for our own time. The variant 
in Pausan. 10. 22. 8 (to which Stein 
draws attention) is of the utmost im- 
portance for a full appreciation of the 
strategic problem at Thermopylai, and 
serves to mark 8 grave omission in the 
Herodotean narrative; but it is not 
certain that Hdt. and Pausanias are 
in full contradiction to each other. 
τὴ eel may have started by the path 

τῆς Αἰνιάνων (Pausan.) and come 
down by ᾿Ανόπαια (Hadt.). Hdt. takes 
the Persians up the Asopos-gorge appar- 
ently, through which there was a route 
(see next note); they may have reached 
the crest, or rather the high valley, not 
διὰ Τρηχῖνος, but by an easier path 
further to the west (ἡ διὰ τῆς Αἰνιάνων 
ὁδεῦσαι στρατῷ pdwy Paus.), striking into 
the other on the high ground, behind 
the Trachinian cliffs. hether there 
was any further strategic reason for 
this detour is a nice problem; cp. 
Appendix V. 

2. τῆς διασφάγος : cp. c. 199. There 
was a route, no doubt, by the Asopos 

ak Nba Doris or the upper 
ach isos valley on the one hand, and 

is or the plain of the Spercheios 
on the other. Pausanias 1.6. calls it ἡ 
ὑπὲρ Τραχῖνος, and describes it as ἀπό- 
τομός τε τὰ πλείω καὶ ὄρθιος δεινῶς (from 
the Trachinian or Malian side); it may 
be identified, perhaps, with ἡ διὰ Τρηχῖνος 


ὧδε ἡ ἀτραπὸς αὕτη" 216 


Ὁ 


° 


ΗΡΟΔΟΤΟΥ 


A320 


ye ῥέοντος, οὔνομα δὲ τῷ «τε; Spei τούτῳ καὶ TH 
τὠντὸ κεῖται, ᾿Ανόπαια" τείνει δὲ ἡ ᾿Ανόπαια αὕτη κα 
Kc 5 τοῦ ὄρεος, λήγει δὲ κατά τε ᾿Αλπηνὸν πόλιν, πρώτη 


417 στεινότατον ἐστί. 


τῶν Λοκρίδων πρὸς τῶν Μηλιέων, καὶ κατὰ Μελάμ 
καλεόμενον λίθον καὶ [κατὰ] Κερκώπων ἕδρας, τῇ 


κατὰ ταύτην δὴ τὴν ἀτραπὸν, 


ἔχουσαν οἱ Πέρσαι, τὸν ᾿Ασωπὸν διαβάντες, ἐπορεύον" 


216. 3 re add. Stein || ὄρει ABPS: οὔρεϊ 
δ οὔρεος CPdz || ἄλπινον ἃ 


παια (bis) β 


4 κέεται St 
6 τῶν ant 


om. 6Pz, Holder || μελάμπηγόν V: Μελαμπύγου Leopardi, Hold 


7 κατὰ secl, Stein® || τὸ del. Krueger, van H. 


ἔσοδος, c. 176 supra, but see notes there ; 
ἡ also 8. 81 infra. The path through 
the gorge would unite, on the upper 
ground, with the path διὰ τῆς Αἰνιάνων 
on the one side, and with a etre going 
east behind the ridge of Kallidromos 
on the other, i.e. "Avyéwaca. It is not, 
however, quite clear in this passage 
whether Hdt. understands the first part 
of the ascent to have been made by the 
Persians διὰ τῆς διασφάγος, or otherwise. 
The path Anopaia might begin from the 
head waters of the Asopos ; but cp. next 
note. 

4. ᾿Ανόπαια: cp. Od. 1. 820 ὄρνις δ᾽ 
ὧς dvowaia διέπτατο (v.). ἀνέπτατο), sc. 
γλαυκῶπις ᾿Αθήνη. The grammarian in 
«πες. Ox. 1. 88 has an attractive inter- 
pretation ἀν᾽ ὁπαῖα-- ἀνὰ ὁπήν, ‘up by 
the hole in the roof’—a charming de- 
scription of the path taken by the 
Persians at any rate (in this country it 
would no doubt be a ‘devil’s chimney ’). 
That the same name is given to the 
path (in the valley) and to the mountain 
seems doubtful; Hdt. has not got the 
name KandAldpouos. He also appears to 
think that the path goes by, along or 
over, the long ridge of the mountain: 
that is not the case; the path goes 
round behind the chief ridge (passing, 
no doubt, several lower or ancillary 
ridges en route). 

δ. λήγει δὲ κατά τε ᾿Αλπηνὸν πόλιν. 
Alpenos is ἃ κώμη in c. 176, as also 
plural, there and inc. 229 (passages from 
other and southern sources ?). The posi- 
tion of Alpenos is explained c. 176 supra. 
This sentence λήγει δὲ. . Μηλιέων ought 
to come after ἕδρας. 

6. Μελάμπυγόν τε x ν λίθον. 
Μελάμπυγος is an epithet of Herakles, 
denotative of ΑΙ ΒΆΡΗ ἡ but lending itself 
easily to comic purposes: Aristophanes, 


217. 1 ς 


Lysistr. 801-4. On the a: 
Herakles with the district 
nn K Grav pas 
‘ ν . κέρια 
of a beast: these ‘ tail-beare: 
rsopages associated wit 
Connatssez-vous les deux fre 
monsieur Goubin? says M. Ἐ 
roceeds to tell the story: An 

"Anneau αἱ Améthyste, pp. 
can also be read in Μὰ] 
Dorians, E.T. i. 464, quote 
by Rawlinson ad J.) 

The exact sites of the 
the ‘seats’ have still to bk 
they were, presumably, som 
Alpenos, on the path in qu 
haps the very rock whic 
east gate of the pass. 

Ty καὶ τὸ orayvéraroy | 
words apply, apparently 1 
accuracy, to the Hastern Gate 
as it was in Hadt.’s time; Ὁ 
less, for reasons given in | 
c. 176, this part of the pas: 
cally indefensible, at les 
ΠΡΟΠΠΟΝΒ numbers of men. 

owever, in possession of it 
mand the Middle Gate on t 
There is, and no doubt ν 
diverging from the ‘ Anopaia 
site of the modern Drakos; 
led direct down on the M 
Hdt. does not seem to be av 
fact. 

217. 1. οὕτω ἔχονσαν, i 
οὖσαν : a weak ἔχω, 80 to spe 
from c. 216 ad intt. 

2. τὸν ᾿Ασωπὸν διαβάντ 
were ascending the whole , 
Asopos, from the bottom 
(probably dry, or almost | 
season, in spite of the rece: 
they would not exactly 


a 
A) 


ν δὲ τὰ 
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“ τὴν νύκτα, ἐν δεξιῇ μὲν ἔχοντες ὄρεα τὰ Οἰταίων, ἐν ἀριστερῇ (ς ὦ 
ἠώς τε δὴ διέφαινε καὶ οἱ ἐγένοντο ἐπ᾽ bar 
axpernpip τοῦ ὄρεος. κατὰ δὲ τοῦτο τοῦ ὄρεος ἐφύλασσον, 5 

καὶ πρότερόν μοι δεδήλωται, Φωκέων 
i δνόμενοί Te τὴν σφετέρην χώρην καὶ φρουρέοντες τὴν ἀτραπόν. E'c** , 


92] 


ὁπλίῖταε, 


ἡ μὲν γὰρ κάτω ἐσβολὴ ἐφυλάσσετο ὕπὸ τῶν εἰρημένων, τὴν 
δὲ διὰ τοῦ ὄρεος ἀτραπὸν ἐθελονταὶ Φωκέες ὑποδεξάμενοι 


Λεωνίδῃ ἐφύλασσον. ἔμαθον 


3 οὔρεα CPds, van Η. 
ot om. B 
Stein? 


9 ἐθελοντὶ B: ἐθελοντὴν ferret van H. || ὑποδεξάμενοι. 


L 1) om. B 


Asopos, but quit the ravine, and take to 
the ascent on the left. The ‘crossing of 
the Asopos’ might suggest that instead 
of ascending the gorge, they had fetched 
a compass to the west at clean cp. 
infra and note toc. 216 supra. In any 
case it is plain that Hdt. does not here 
write from autopsy, and even those who 
think that he saw Lying 2 ho have 
re the hardihood to take him round 

8. τὰ Οἰταίων.. The ‘Oitaians’ 
meet us here for the first and last time 
in Hdt. In Thue. 8. 92. 2, 8, they 
appear as neighbours and enemies alike 
oF the Trachinians and of the Dorians, 
of Doris (ep. Thuc. 8. 8. 1). They are 
not, properly speaking, to be identified 
with the Αἰνιᾶνες (Thuc. 5. δ]. 1; cp. ὁ. 
132 supra), for Xenoph. Hell. 8. 5. 6 
mentions them both, and τὸ κοινὸν τῶν 
Οἰταιέων appears side by side with τὸ 
κοινὸν τῶν Αἰνιάνων on inscriptions ; op. 
Bursian, i. 88. They are presumably 
to be placed on the higher ground of 
Oita, above the Spercheios, and on 
the upper course of the Asopos. 

4. Τρηχινίων constitutes here a 
difficulty, as it seems to take the Persians 
away to the right, if ea really mounted 
by the Asopos gorge. as it perhaps to 

ifficulty, and to enable 
Hydarnes to cross the Asopos, that 
Pausanias (a close student and imitator 
of Hat.) devised his pass διὰ τῆς Αἰνιάνων ἴ 
Or is there not in this e a dim 
suggestion that the Persians went, not 
by the Asopos-gorge, but by another 
route, ‘ between Gite and Trachis.’ The 
difficulty is also movable 
supposition that by ‘the 


VOL.I PT. I 


remove this 


by Leake’s 
trachinian 


δ τοῦ ὄρεος sec. 1. secl. van H. 
8 ὑπὸ τῶν a: ὑπ᾽ ὧν B, van H. || εἰρημένων Stein®: εἴρηται 


δὲ σφέας οἱ 


6 δεδήλωται : εἴρηται α, 
. Φωκέες (c. 218 


mountains’ Hdt. (i.e. his source or 
authority) understood Kallidromos iteelf 
(ΟΣ a part of Kallidromos), which may in 
act have been reckoned (on the sea side, 
I suppose) at that time to Trachis. But 
the accuracy of this designation is obvi- 
ously doubtful. 

ἠώς re. . καὶ of . .: an effective 
parataxis, and demonstrative. 

én’ ἀκρωτηρίῳ τοῦ Speos 8 ts 
rather ‘the top of the mountain’ than 
‘the summit of the pass’ (L. & 8. 
actually render it here a eee " 
But Hdt. below (c. 218) has a higher 
height in reserve (τὸν κόρυμβον), and 
may here be given ‘the benefit of the 
doubt.’ 

6. ὡς καὶ πρότερόν μοι δεδήλωται: 
a reference back to c. 212; 80 too, just 
below, ὑπὸ τῶν εἰρημένων refers back to 
co. 202, 208, 212 rather more vaguely. 

7. τε... καὶ : they 
are not in their own country, but they 
may be said to be covering or defending 
it, the rather as the path by which the 
Persians advanced strikes, at Drakospilia, 
into a route across from Thermopylai 
ΟΥ̓ tarry or Mendenitza) into the 
valley of the Kephisos: though perhaps 
Hdt. does not mean all that. κάτω 
wen ἡ is of course the road by Thermo- 
PY. 


i. 

9. ἐθέλονταὶ. . ὑποδεξάμενοι : the 
terms emphasize the responsibility, and 
doubly condemn the failure of the 
Phokians. They had volunteered for 
the post, and undertaken, or pledged 
themselves to defend it to the last. The 
point is stated, less circumstantially, in 
6. 212 supra. 


418. 1. ἔμαθον δὲ... ἀναβεβηκότας, 
Y 


poce 
até 
f 


anc 


Φωκέες ὧδε 218 


4 δὴ οτι. α || épacve B (cp. c. 219 et 8. 88) || 
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\9/ ἀναβεβηκότας: ἀναβαίνοντες yap ἐλάνθανον οἱ 
ὃ ὄρος πᾶν ἐὸν Spvav ἐπίπλεον. ἦν μὲν δὴ νηνεμίη 
‘gee γινομένου πολλοῦ, ὡς olxds ἦν φύλλων ὑποκεχι 


Vs ἊΝ ς τοῖσι ποσί, ἀνά τε ἔδραμον οἱ Φωκέες καὶ ἐνέδυνο: 
ον καὶ αὐτίκα οἱ βάρβαροι παρῆσαν, ws δὲ εἶ 
ἐνδυομένους ὅπλα, ἐν θώματι ἐγένοντο: ἐλπόμενοι 
ας re ny φανήσεσθαι ἀντίξοον ἐνεκύρησαν στρατῷ. 
ρνης καταρρωδήσας μὴ [οἱ Φωκέες) ἔωσι Λα 
λ το εἴρετο Ἐπιάλτην ὁποδαπὸς εἴη ὁ στρατός, tu 
pe 3 pep. ag e , e 
rien διέτασσε τοὺς Πέρσας ὡς ἐς μάχην. οἱ 
ΚΣ ὡς ἐβάλλοντο τοῖσι τοξεύμασι πολλοῖσί τε καὶ 
οἴχοντο φεύγοντες ἐπὶ τοῦ ὄρεος τὸν κόρυμβον, « 
ὡς ἐπὶ σφέας ὁρμηθείησαν ἀρχήν, καὶ παρεσκε 
1s ἀπολεόμενοι.Ἡ οὗτος μὲν δὴ ταῦτα ἐφρόνεον, οι 
Ἐπιάλτην καὶ Ὑδάρνεα Πέρσαι Φωκέων μὲν οὐ 

ἐποιεῦντο, οἱ δὲ κατέβαινον τὸ ὄρος κατὰ τάχος. 

218. 2 οἱ πέρσαι ἐλάνθανον B 8 ἐπίπλεων a 
5 ἔδυντο C 7 Owvpare Pz, Stein! (sic) || οὐδένα B, St 
9 οἱ φωκέες a: φωκέες B, Holder: del. Naber, van H., Stein® 
᾿Ἐπιάλτην z || ὁποδαπὸς BP: ποταπὸς a: ποδαπὸς Cdz: oxod 


ὁ om. B 


ὁρμήθησαν a, Stein®, Holder, van H.: 


ἜἘπιάλτεα 2 


‘the Persians were already on the sum- 
mit, when the Phokians discovered the 
fact μοὶ yo way.’ saby avant 

2. is governed by vores. 

3. δρυῶν ἐπέπλεον is not quite happy i 
cp. Grundy, G.P.W. p. 308. If the 
Oaks are to be our guides, the station of 
the Phokians might have to be pushed 
a good deal westwards ; cp. ἴδ. 802. 

νεμίη: ο. 188 supra. The weather 

was all that could be desired from a 
tourist’s point of view; yet the night 
before, according to 8. 12, there had 
been a furious storm. v: of many 
former seasons. The leaves had not 
et fallen in 480 B.c. ὑπό with the 

t.: the leaves were there already 
for them to tread on. These leaves 
are sometimes alle as a miracle of 
verisimilitude, but (i.) it is at least 
doubtful whether there were any leaves 
‘hereabouts’; cp. Grundy Z.c. (ii.) 10,000 
men marching along a mountain path 
could ἀπο have escaped notice even on 
bare a ! , 

5. τε ἔδραμον, ‘sprang up,’ cp. 
©. 212 supra; with the tmesis, 1. 66. 


13 ovpeos CPdz, van H. 


14 ὁρμηθείης 
ὡρμήθησαν B, Stein! 


The tenses (ἀνέδραμον, ἐν 
servable ; also the saratar 


‘in the very act. ἀντίξος 
etc. μους ϑηναν; c. 208 


9. καταρρωδήσας μὴ. 
was a chance for the Phol 
been ready! elev migh 
grammatically ; the subjr 
graphic. 

10. ὁποδαπός, ‘of what 

12. ἐβάλλοντο: imperfi 

13. τοῦ TOV K 
from and higher than th 
6. 217 ; cp. νηῶν ἄκρα xdpup 
Il. 9. 241; ἔλθ' ἐπ᾽ ἄκρον 
Aischyl. Pers. 659. Did 
retreat to the south or 
right or the left of the 

ἐπιστάμενοι here ha 

of ἐπιστήμη in it; nor 
below of φρόνησις, in its 
But perhaps the words, 
strong, have come from a 
able to the Phokians. 

14. ἀρχήν, ‘ originally 
instance. 


16. οὐδένα λόγον drove 
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TIOAYMNIA 323 


Τοῖσι δὲ ἐν Θερμοπύλῃσι ἐοῦσι ‘EXAnvov πρῶτον μὲν ὁ 219 
μάντις Μεγιστίης, ἐσιδὼν ἐς τὰ ἱρά, ἔφρασε τὸν μέλλοντα 
ἔσεσθαι ἅμα ἠοῖ σφι θάνατον, ἐπὶ δὲ καὶ αὐτόμολοι ἦσαν οἱ 


ἐξαγγείλαντες τῶν Περσέων τὴν περίοδον. 
νυκτὸς ἐσήμηναν, τρίτοι δὲ οἱ ἡμεροσκόποι καταδραμόντες ἀπὸ ς 
τῶν ἄκρων ἤδη διαφαινούσης ἡμέρης. 


οὗτος μὲν ἔτι 


ἐνθαῦτα ἐβουλεύοντο οἱ 


Ἕλληνες, καί σφεων ἐσχίξζοντο αἱ γνῶμαι" οἱ μὲν γὰρ οὐκ 





219. 2 ἱερὰ a 


8 ἠοῖ: 


οὗ B οὐδὲ pariter οἰ clits Valla || ἐπὶ 


Valckenaer : ἐπεὶ || uray C: ἥισαν B, Schaefer, Holder: ἔσαν 2, Bekker: 


ἦσαν ἐξαγγέλλοντες coni. Dobree 


‘made no account (of the Phokians) 
but . .’ For the repeated subject with 
δέ cp. c. 13 etc. λόγον ποιέεσθαι, cp. 5. 
105 etc. 

219. 1. ὁμάντις M (ns: Megistias 
the diviner was an Akarnanian, said to 
be descended from Melampous, cp. c. 
221 infra. His warning is earlier in the 
night, perhaps on the previous evening, 
at sacrifice. There was evidently con- 
siderable anxiety in the Greek. laager. 

3. ἅμα, preposition, as often. They 
did not die at daybreak, however. 

a «: Diodoros 11. 8. 5 gives 
the name of the deserter as Tyrastiadas, 
of Kyme (Ephoros was of Kyme!). It 
is remarkable to find deserters coming 
over to the Greek side at this crisis. 
They would report the despatch of the 
force from the Persian camp. Their 
arrival is dated during the night. No 
doubt a council of war, if not already in 
session, was ed summoned (cp. 
Diodor.), and not, as Hdt. might seem to 
Py: only on the arrival of the next 
information. 

5. τρίτοι δὲ of ἡμεροσκόποι : for the 
word cp. c. 182 supra. These scouts 
must have been on duty during the 
night, and their arrival, after dawn, 
confirms the report of the ‘deserters.’ 
It is unnecessary to enlarge upon the 
dramatic felicity of this triple warning ; 
but it is impossible to suppose that de- 
liberations in the Greek camp were post- 

ned until the arrival of the scouts. 

easures had been taken, or concerted, 
or at least discussed, during the night. 
Diodoros, indeed, 11. 9 (that is, Ephoros) 
represents Leonidas as dismissing the 
Greeks soon after midnight, retaining 
only the Thespians, who raise his force 
to 500. With this band he makes a des- 
perate night-attack on the Persian camp, 
and effects great slaughter, penetrating 


6 διαφανοῦς οὔσης B 


even to the tent of Xerxes; but with 
the advent of light the peaaty of the 
foe is perosived, and the Greeks are sur- 
rounded and overwhelmed. The last 
day's fight is briefly and bedly para- 
phrased from Hdt. The night-engage- 
ment looks like pure fiction; but the 
force of Persians that has circumvented 
the Greeks disappears at the critical 
moment from the of Diodoros as 
from the narrative in Hdt. 

6. ἐνθαῦτα may be ‘there’ or ‘then’: 
in this case it ap to be temporal, 
but the time must be dated immediately 
after the second, if not the first, warning. 

7. Qovro αἱ γνῶμαι: op. 6. 109 
ἐγίνοντο δίχα αἱ γ., a pretty certain result 
of any council οὗ war, let alone a Greek 
one. Hdt.’s account of the difference 
of asp is curious: some were for 
standing their ground, others ‘resisted,’ 
ἀντέτεινον (cp. 8. 8 οὐκ dyrérewor ἀλλ’ 
εἶκον). It would seem more natural to 
state the facts in inverse order: some 
(the majority) were for going, others 
(the minority) resisted, opposed, and— 
remained; for the ‘schism’ was not 
spperent one merely of opinions or 
plans. The facts that some remained 
and were slain, that others departed, are 
no doubt historical ; but Hdt.’s report 
of the council of war, of the division of 
opinion, of the bare alternatives pre- 
sented, can hardly be regarded as final. 
Surely some device, some proposal with 
a definite bearing upon the general plan 
of campaign, as well as upon the imme- 


diate situation created by the prospective. 
ussed. 


circumvention, must have been disc 

The path was known, and the possibility 
of its being used by the Persians alread 
considered (cp. oc. 175, 217). The Gree 
commander and officers must have already 
i as on what was to be done, in case 
the Persians attempted to force this path, 


Ὁ» 200 
-- 
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ἔων τὴν τάξιν ἐκλιπεῖν, of δὲ ἀντέτεμινον. peri 


διακριθέντες 


αὐτοῦ παρεσκενυάδατο. 


μὲν ἀπαλλάσσοντο καὶ διασκεδασ' 
το πόλις ἕκαστοι ἐτράποντο, of δὲ αὐτῶν ἅμα Kea 


λέγεταε δὲ «καὶ» ὡς ὁ 


ἀπέπεμψε Λεωνίδης, μὴ ἀπόλωνται κηδόμενος" a 
aptintéwy τοῖσι παρεοῦσι οὐκ ἔχειν εὐπρεπέ, 


τὴν τάξιν ἐς τὴν ἦλθον φυλάξοντες ἀρχήν. 


8 ἐκλείπειν B || τοῦτο del. van H. 
2 dom. C: red: δέ «τε: ἢ Kallenberg 


Stein? 
4 αὐτὸς Stein? : μάλλον 


and suoceeded ; nay, they must also have 
taken into account the possibility that 
the Persians would circumvent them by 
ἡ διὰ Τρηχῖνος ἔσοδος (c. 176 supra). 

8. δὲ τοῦτο : the narrative rather 
breaks down. Hdt. has no actual de- 
cision to report of the council of war, 
and the chronological indication is at 
once elaborate and vague. The council 
could not, indeed, supersede the ἡγεμονία 
(c. 204) of Leonidas ; the actual decision 
lay with him. Hdt. plainly does not 
know what the decision of Leonidas was, 
or whether he had any plan, beyond the 
desperate plan of remaining to face cer- 
tain death as an act of personal gallantry, 
perhaps ‘devotion,’ with his own men. 

vo: the pluperfect 
does not appear in this case to have any 
special temporal significance ; but it may 
express the fixed and certain quality of 
their ‘preparation.’ The use of the word 
seems, however, peculiar: the παρασκευή 
would seem more called for on the side 
of those who were departing. The 
account of the latter is remarkable. δια- 
Kp παλλάσσοντο: i.e. from their 
comrades at Thermopylai, who were re- 
maining with Leonidas. ac blyres 
se ποντο: i.e. from one another, each 
band of men to its own city. The 
Peloponnesians at least would have gone 
together as far as the Isthmos: the 
second clause must be largely proleptic. 

220. 1. λέγεται δὲ καί: the formula 
itself expresses a doubt; Hdt. has, 
indeed, already committed himself to 
the previous story, apparently represent- 
ing the departure of the troops as an act 
of insubordination or desertion. He 
proceeds to harmonize the two λόγοι 
within certain limits. That neither 
story explained the retreat of some of 
the troops, the larger portion, and the 
retention of others, the lesser portion, 


ταῦτ’ 


220. 1 καὶ 


or that there was any 
sae possible, doe 
ave occurred to Hdt. 
think that Leonidas w 
the whole forces under I 
share his inevitable fate 
the better. The solid 
hundreds were cut to 
mopylai, while the tho 
fight at Plataiai, appea: 
no impression upon our : 
2. pr ἀ 
the part of a rational 
being admitted that th 
Thermopylai meant cert 
out any adequate return 
on the Persian. 
αὐτῷ δὲ καὶ Zax 
εοὖσι. The constr 
rather ambiguous. Stri 
be reflexive, and therefor 
a matter of fact, assert: 
or, as below, in the γνώμ᾽ 
and Baehr take this αὐ 
self,’ though ‘not for «¢ 
an ἔφη, or φάναι (λέγει 
ἐνόμιζε (out of κηδόμεν 


below. In regard to 
Leonidas perhaps sent t 
away, and only retainec 


guard, together, of οἰ 
Boiotian contingent, an 
(Lokrians!?). The heroi 
decision is not cheapene 
it dictated not by mere 
the real or su ma 
warfare, but by a well- 
of action, designed to sa 
or at least to save as ma 
for Greece as possible. 
and the Spartans were | 
the last is obvious: th 
have meant a panic fli 
the others. 

4, ταύτῃ καὶ αὐτὸ 
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τὴν γνώμην πλεῖστος εἰμί, Λεωνίδην, ἐπείτε ἤσθετο τοὺς ς,. 
συμμάχους ἐόντας ἀπροθύμους καὶ οὐκ ἐθέλοντας συνδιακιν- 
δυνεύειν, κελεῦσαε σφξας ἀπαλλάσσεσθαι, αὐτῷ δὲ ἀπιέναι οὐ 
καλῶς ἔχειν: μένοντι δὲ αὐτοῦ κλέος μέγα ἐλείπετο, καὶ ἡ αἱ αι 
Σπάρτης εὐδαιμονίη οὐκ ἐξηλείφετο. ἐκέχρηστο γὰρ ὑπὸ τῆς grea ΑΝ 
Πυθίης τοῖσι Σπαρτιήτῃσι χρεωμένοισι περὶ τοῦ πολέμου 10 


wor 


τούτου αὐτίκα κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς ἐγειρομένου, ἢ Λακεδαίμονα avd- pon up 


δ τὴν γνώμην Valckenaer, Stein?: τῇ γνώμῃ codd., Stein! || πλεῖστος 
del. Gomperz, Holder [εἰμι a: εἰμι ὄχλος B: εἰμὶ πολλός Gomperz, Holder 
6 ἀπροθύμως C || διακινδυνεύειν B: συγκινδυνεύειν Plutarch. Mor. 865 


8 ἐλίπετο ἃ: ἐπείπετο Krueger, van H. 
codd., Holder (‘fortasse recte’ van H.) 
11 καταρχὰς APds || ἀγειρομένου R 


πλεῖστος εἰμί : with the form of expres- 
sion cp. 1. 120 (Astyage log.) καὶ αὐτός, 
ὦ μάγοι, τ πλεῖστος γνώμην εἰμί. 
Also 5. 126 αὐτῷ δὲ ᾿Αρισταγόρῃ ἡ πλείστη 
γνώμη ἣν ἐς τὴν Μύρκινον ἀπάγειν. Cp. 
also Thuo. 8. 31. 2 τὸ πλεῖστον τῆς 
γνώμης εἶχεν (ac. ὁ ᾿Αλκίδα:) ὅτι τάχιστα 
τῇ Πελοποννήσῳ πάλιν προσμεῖξαι. But 
cp. App. Crit. With a very careful 
writer the superlative adjective would 
imply the existence of more than two 
alternatives: so in the cases of Alkidas 
and Aristagoras. But here μᾶλλον (if 
read) would counteract that inference, 
which would in any case be too much 
for Hdt., and there is no sign here 
of ‘three courses’: the problem bein 
merely whether the allies had or h 
not orders from Leonidas to depart. 

8. Adwero . . οὐκ ἐξηλείφετο. The 
jingle is not pleasing. Stein, who takes 
αὐτῷ supra as strictly objective and 
constructed with λέγεται direct, observes 
that these verbs are in the imperfect, 
because they are intended to convey 
what, according to Hdt.’s opinion, was 
in the mind of Leonidas. 

9. ἐκ . « αὐτίκα κατ’ ἀρχάς. 
The pluperfect is a genuine temporal 
pluperfect ; but the actual date intended 
18 on vaguely signified. It seems to 
coincide with the date of the Argive 
intelligence (co. 148 supra πυθέσθαι γὰρ 
αὐτίκα κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς τὰ ἐκ τοῦ βαρβάρου 
ἐγειρόμενα ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα): but how 
does it stand in relation to the (supposed) 
date of the oracles to Athens, oc. 140-1, 
with which the tenor of this response 
is wholly inconsistent? (This observa- 
tion only convicts Hat. of an oversight, 
and might become a fresh argument 


9 ἐκέχρηστο z: ἐκέχρητο 
10 χρεομένοισι P, van H. 


against the ostensible date of the re- 
sponses to Athens, if only the story here 
could be accepted as historical.) 

11. § Aax . ςἣ... ἀπολέ- 
σθαι. This appears to be a brief and 
lucid explanation of the verses which 
follow: rarely did Delphi put the fature 
alternatives so clearly before the con- 
sultants. In this case both the verses 
and the gloss “p to be ex eventu. 
They serve a double purpose: (1) Delphi 
finds in this story a part of its apology, 
or rehabilitation; (2) Sparta finds a 
consolation, a justification for the 
apparent failure at Thermopylai. The 
story is intrinsically improbable, and 
re seed by th credibility 7 ee 

am y the preservation of a varian 
in Diodoros 11. 4, which, however, only 
puts the ‘devotio’ of Leonidas and his 
men in its proper perspective, if any 
such oracle had really been obtained by 
Sparta before the war. There Leonidas 
leaves Sparta, with full knowledge and 
deliberate intention of incurring his 
fate, in order to com the prediction, 
the Ephors being fully cognizant of his 
pape The earlier and more tentative 
orm of the legend in Hdt. appears as 
an alternative to the historical traditions, 
which represent the defence of Ther- 
mopylai as a serious undertaking, in- 
tended and expected to succeed. Hat. 
has combined, or at least ‘contamin- 
ated,’ the two traditions, the fact and 
the fable ; but has preserved, or obtained, 
neither in its fall form. More might 
surely have been ascertained of the true 
story of Thermopylai-Artemision in his 
day than he has either consciously or 
implicitly presented: by a sort of 


X01 


whoa 
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στατον γενέσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν βαρβάρων ἢ τὸν βασιλέα σφέων 


ἀπολέσθαι. ταῦτα δέ σφι ἐν ἔπεσι ἑξαμέτροισι χρᾷ λέγοντα 

ae >»? ’ / ωνϑοῦς 
ὑμὶν ὁ, ὦ ATAPTNS οἰκήτορες εὑρύχοροιο, pw 
ἢ μέγα ἄστυ ἐρικυδὲς ὑπ᾽ ἀνδράσι ἹἸ]ερσείδῃσι 4 
πέρθεται, ἢ τὸ μὲν οὐχί, ἀφ᾽ “Hpaxdéous δὲ γενέθλης dene? 
πενθήσει βασιλῆ φθίμενον Λακεδαίμονος ovpos. dood Ν᾽ 


οουλλσοῦ 


12 ἔσεσθαι B, Holder, van Η. || σφῶν B 13 ἀπολέσθαι BPz: 
ἀπολέεσθαι a: ἀπολεῖσθαι van H. || ἔχοντα χρᾷ λέγοντα codd.: ἔχοντα 
om. S (uncis circumd. Stein!): χρᾷ ἔχοντα sine λέγοντα Bekker, Holder, 


οὐ γὰρ τὸν ταύρων σχήσει μένος οὐδὲ λεόντων 


van Η. 
cens. Schweighaeuser, Gaisford) 


14 ὧδε : τάδε 8 (aut λέγοντα τάδε aut ἔχοντα ὧδε legendum 


16 ἢ ἄστυ μεγακυδὲς van H. 


17 πέρσεται Oenomaus ap. Euseb. praep. ev. ὅ. 25 || οὐκί 2, van H. || 


ἡρακλέος BPz, van H. 
οὖρον coni. Stein?: appr. van H. 


nemesis he is diverted from the investi- 
gation of the human facts by his par- 
tiality for divine fictions. 

18. λέγοντα ὧδε: this use of λέγειν for 
the written response should save the 
least alert reader of Hdt. from the wild 
inferences regarding the purely oral 
character of his sources, which have been 
largely based upon his use of such 
formulae of the vox viva. Cp. Intro- 
duction, § 10, and c. 228 infra. 

15. ὑμῖν δ᾽ : is this response conceived 
as a contrast, or continuation, of the one 
to the Athenians in o. 140! 


olx : a word used with strict 

appropriateness of the Spartans ; op. 6. 
158 supra. 

16. IT Περσεΐδης is a son or 


descendant of Perseus as in Thue. 1. 9. 2. 
Had the Delphic Oracle adopted the 
theory (from Argos) given cc. 61, 150 
supra, according to which Πέρσης is 
the son of Ilepceds? In 1. 125 Hdt. 
himself speaks of the Achaimenid clan 
(φρήτρη) as the source of ol βασιλέες 
of Περσεῖδαι, a text which passes un- 
challenged. 

Was this oracle older than the prose 
interpretation, above given, and intended 
to do duty in a war between Sparta and 
Argos? Certainly it might have been 
fulfilled by the fall of a Spartan Herakleid 
in an Argive war, even though the 
Herakleids and Perseids alike had been 
dethroned in Argos. But more 
bly metrical convenience and the 


lon 
pro 


18 βασιλῆα ἀξ: βασιλῆϊ S: βασιλεῖ C || 


19 τῶν SCdz 
tables of the logographers determined the 
use of the word here, the response itself 


being coined ez eventu for the case of 
Leonidas. 

18. Δακεδαίμονος οὖρος. The proper 
name here is masculine; cp. Κέκροπος 
οὖρος c. 141 supra. There was a hero 
Lakedaimon, sou of Zeus and Tajgete, 
who wedded Sparta, daughter of Eurotas, 
Pausan. 3. 1. 2; his shrine was at 
Alesiai near Therapne, ὁ. 20. 2. 
Amyklas was his son, 7. 18. 5, and a 
Eurydike his daughter, 8. 13. 8. On the 
way from Sparta to Amyklai was a 
sanctuary of the Graces, of which he 
was reputed founder, 3. 18. 6; cp. 9. 35. 
1. For further reff. Roscher, Lexikon 
1812. (Therapne 6. 61 supra.) 

19. τόν is finely demonstrative, but 
grammatically obscure, obviously not 
pei | to βασιλῆῇ nor to Ἡρακλέους 
much less to Aaxedalyovos, but ap- 
parently to some one like the ὀξὺς “Apns 
of the Athenian oracle, c. 140 supra. 

τα . οὐδὲ λεόντων : Stein, 
after Baehr, sees a reference to the 
λέοντες πολλοὶ καὶ βόες ἄγριοι in c. 126 
supra; but Hdt. has not composed the 
oracle, nor had the Pythia perused his 
work. The reference is to the name 
and the lion of Leonidas, c. 225 tnfra. 
The bulls are thrown in. 


μ 


σχήσει μένος. . ἔχει μένος... 
σχήσεσθαι exhibit the varying force of 
ἔχειν (cp. ὁ. 164 supra), and the poverty 


a 
of the Delphic poet’s dictionary. 
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on" dvreBlay: Ζηνὸς γὰρ ἔχει μένος: οὐδέ ἑ φημί Ker an 
σχήσεσθαι, πρὶν τῶνδ᾽ ὅτερον διὰ πάντα Sdonras. abst OL 
ταῦτά τε δὴ ἐπιλεγόμενον Λεωνίδην, καὶ βουλόμενον κλέος ὁ Cro dh 


καταθέσθαι μούνων Σπαρτιητέων, ἀποπέμψαι τοὺς συμμάχους 
«δοκέω» μᾶλλον ἢ γνώμῃ διενειχθέντας οὕτω ἀκόσμως Ἰὰς St 
οἴχεσθαε τοὺς οἰχομένου. μαρτύριον δέ μοι καὶ τόδε οὐκ 
mo ἐλάχιστον τούτου πέρι γέγονε, ὅτι καὶ τὸν μάντιν ὃς εἵπετο 
τῇ στρατιῇ ταύτῃ, Μεγιστίην τὸν ᾿Ακαρνῆνα, λεγόμενον εἶναι 
ge Τὰ ἀνέκαθεν ἀπὸ Μελάμποδος, τοῦτον εἴπαντα ἐκ τῶν ἱρῶν 
δ τὰ μέλλοντά σφι ἐκβαίνειν φανερός ἐστι Λεωνίδης ἀποπέμπων, ς 


4] τόνδ᾽ d || διαπάντα ΑΒ 


Valckenaer, Bekker, van H., alii: μοῦνον codd., Stein 
Stein® || διενεχθέντας codd., corr. Krueger 


23 μούνων Plutarch. Mor. 865, prob. 
24 <Soxéw> 
221. 2 ὅτι καὶ : ov yap 


μοῦνον τοὺς ἄλλους ἀλλὰ καὶ 2, Krueger, Baehr, vulg., corr. Stein 3 


dxapnva S: ἀβαρῆνα C 


εἴπαντα Matthiae, Bekker: τοῦτον. 


4 τἀνέκαθεν B, Holder || τοῦτον «τὸν: 
. ἐκβαίνειν damn. van H. || εἴπαντα 


aSV : εἰπόντα RVecorr. : ἅπαντα Paris.1635 2: εἰπόντα post ἐκβαίνειν z 


21. τῶνδ᾽ ἕτερον : ie. 4 ἄστυ 4 βασιλῆ. 
διὰ. . δάσηται, a tmesis; διαδα- 
τέεσθαι 8. 121 infra, 4. 145. 

22. ταῦτα... resumes the 
construction interrupted by the insertion 
of the oracle. Perhaps the versified 
oracle was not in the first draft of Hdt.’s 
work. (1) The rendering of the oracle 
in both prose and verse, and first in 
prose, is unusual; (2) the suspension 
and resumption of the construction is 
observable ; (3) ταῦτά re here just 
marks the point of insertion above, 
ταῦτα δέσφι. But perhaps the process 
of insertion began with the record of the 
oracle in prose, and this ταῦτά re δή 
originally followed immediately on ἐξη- 
Aelpero. We should then have in this 

ge three strata of deposit, represent- 
ing the three drafts in which these Books 
(7-9) seem to have been composed. Cp. 
Introduction, § 9. 
κλέος καταθέσθαι : cp. 9. 78. 


28. μούνων : Plutarch (de Malign. 81) 
gives μούνων. The mas. here have μοῦνον, 
which might come to the same thing if 
it be taken (with Blakesley) to agree 
with κλέος, but not if interpreted with 
him, ‘ pure, unmixed with any discordant 
incidents.’ As agreeing with Λεωνίδην 
it would give an absurd sense. 

24. οὕτω, with ἀκόσμως. 

221. 1. μαρτύριον δέ po. Hadt.’s 
notions of evidence, or proof, are not 
perhaps always very strict. What is 


proved by the fact that Leonidas wanted 
to send away Megistias, and Megistias 
sent away his only son, except that 
Leonidas and Megistias fully understood 
that they were face to face with death ? 
If Leonidas tried to persuade Megistias 
to go, when the others were going, 
could that prove the king to have dis: 
missed the allies, or to have remained 
behind in consequence of an oracle? 
But Hdt. plainly wishes to adopt what 
he regards as the nobler view of the 
varying conduct of all concerned. Cp. 
Introduction, § πὸ re Ἢ 

8. Μεγιστίην τὸν ᾿ : here 
introduced, with his heroic pedigree, or 
at least ultimate patronymic, as though 
he had not been mentioned just before, 
in c. 219. As the previous passage is 
apparently original, and the seer essential 
to it, the inference is natural that this 

is of later insertion, and shows 

nowledge, acquired later, by Hat. 
Introduction, §9. Anyway, it is mani- 
feat that the conduct of the Greeks at 
Thermopylai had been a good deal can- 
vassed ; the apology betrays the criticism. 
Akarnania was a land of diviners; cp. 
9. 93, 1. 62. On Melampous cp. 2. 49. 

5. φανερός ἐστι Δεωονίδης ἀποπέμπων, 
‘it is manifest that Leonidas tried to 
dismiss him.’ What was the proof? 
That the son of Megistias was saved ἴ 
Or does Hdt. merely mean to assert, as 
& notorious fact, the refusal of Megistias ἴ 


Cp. c. 228 injra. 


χοῦν. 


γὺ 
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ἵνα μὴ συναπόληταί σφι. 


ὃ δὲ ἀποπεμπόμενος 


οὐκ ἀπέλειπε, τὸν δὲ παῖδα συστρατευόμενον, ἐόντα 
=~. 


yevéa, ἀπέπεμψε. 


4 
Οἱ μέν νυν σύμμαχοι οἱ ἀποπεμπόμενοι olyovTo : 


καὶ ἐπείθοντο Λεωνίδῃ, Θεσπιέες δὲ καὶ Θηβαῖοι 


μοῦνοι παρὰ Λακεδαιμονίοισι. 


τούτων δὲ Θηβαῖοι μ 


ἔμενον καὶ οὐ βουλόμενοι" κατεῖχε γὰρ σφέας A 


5 ὁμήρων λόγῳ ποιεύμενος" Θεσπιέες δὲ ἑκόντες μάλει 


ἔφασαν ἀπολιπόντες Λεωνίδην καὶ τοὺς μετ᾽ αὐτο: 
ξεσθαι, ἀλλὰ καταμείναντες συναπέθανον. ἐστι 


αὐτῶν Δημόφιλος Διαδρόμεω. 


ἀπέλιπε ΒΡ: ἀπελίπετο aC: ἀπελείπετο ἃ: κατ 


idem 2 
5 ὁμήρωι C: ὁμήρω R 
Paris. 1634 


7. συστρατενόμενον : as 8 combatant ἢ 


But there was no Akarnanian contingent ! 
Probably in attendance on his father, as 
acolyte ; had he been a soldier he would 
have remained. Probably he lived to be 
a diviner too. What an authority he 
must have been for the facts! Had Hat. 
met him! Cp. Introduction, § 10. 

2223. 2. Θεσπιέες δὲ καὶ Θηβαῖοι... 

Diodoros 11. 4. 7 gives Leonidas 
‘about 400’ Thebans, ἀπὸ τῆς ἑτέρας 
pepldos’ διεφέροντο γὰρ ol τὰς Θήβας κατοι- 
κοῦντες πρὸς ἀλλήλους περὶ τῆς πρὸς τοὺς 
Πέρσας συμμαχίας. This politic division 
robably comes from Thucyd. 8. 62. 8 f. 
Thebano loq.). The Theban contingent 
is dismissed with all the others (except 
the Thespians). Pausan. 2. 16. 4 is 
quoted (by Stein) to prove that the 
Mykenaians also remained; but the 
words of Pausanias (Μυκηναῖοι πέμπουσιν 
és Θερμοπύλας ὀγδοήκοντα ἄνδρας, of Aaxe- 
δαιμονίοις μετέσχον τοῦ ἔργου) do not 
require us to believe that the men of 
Mykenai fell with the 300. Hdt. here 
speaks of Λακεδαιμόνιοι. It may be that 
Leonidas retained all the men of Lake- 
daimon, Spartiates, Perioikoi, and Helots 
alike, or that the word is here used (not 
incorrectly, but less precisely) instead of 
the Σπαρτιητέων of c. 220. 

8. Θηβαῖοι μὲν... ποιεύμενος : this 
absurd statement is sufficiently refuted 
by Plutarch, Mor. 865, except that the 
Greek critic is too hasty in ascribing 
to Hdt. himself the κακοήθεια which un- 
doubtedly belongs to Hdt.’s sources (cp. 
c. 283 infra). Hdt., however, has shown 


222. 1 of sec. L om. a || re om. B 4 γάρ 
6 ἀπολιπόντες om. S || az 


himself even less of a cri 
to adopt the scandal as | 
Introduction, § 11. 

4. ἐν ὁμήρων λόγῳ πὸ 
ce. 14, 57. The name ὁ 
commander is here omitte 


linson, accepting the f 
curious wisdom in sa’ 
Thespians were perhaps | 
the hope of becoming. . t 
Boeotian confederacy.” V 
from little Thespiai, who 
die? If so, they were 
But if 700 men of Thes 
with Leonidas, and died 
with the 800 Spartans, 
try ever since have f 

uty to these heroes of th 
However deeply Hat. has 
and indirectly, of Spartan 
ever partial the legend ὁ] 
to the gallant leader and h 
Thespians could not be suc 
and supers on the stage Οἱ 
had their action and their 
as Hdt. here records in 
The reconstructed story 0: 
must take account of this. 
cp. Appendix V. § 5. Dio 

hespians in the army-] 
but afterwards mentions 
retained the Thespi:ns wil 
which only raises his tots 
(11. 9. 2). 

8. Δημόφιλος Arad 
name, and with an Atheni 


we 


yo 


\ 
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ἐπισχὼν χρόνον ἐς ἀγορῆς κον μάλιστα 1 
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Ἐέρξης δὲ ἐπεὶ ἡλίον ἀνατείλαντος σπονδὰς ἐποιήσατο, Y (hom 
ληθώρην πρόσοδον ψον οὗλον 


. οἐέετο" καὶ γὰρ ἐπέσταλτο ἐξ Ἐπιάλτεω οὕτω: ἀπὸ γὰρ 
δ τοῦ ὄρεος ἡ κατάβασις συντομωτέρη τε ἐστὶ καὶ βραχύτερος 


ὁ χῶρος πολλὸν ἤ περ ἡ περίοδός τε καὶ ἀνάβασις. οἵ τες 


δὴ βάρβαροι οἱ ἀμφὶ Ἐξέρξην προσήισαν, καὶ οἱ ἀμφὶ Λεωνίδην 
Ἕλληνες, ὡς τὴν ἐπὶ θανάτῳ ἔξοδον ποιεύμενοι, ἤδη πολλῷ 
μᾶλλον ἢ κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς ἐπεξήισαν ἐς τὸ εὐρύτερον τοῦ αὐχένος. 


223. 1 ἐπείτε vel ἐπειδὴ 1 van Η, || ἐπανατείλαντος B 

8 ἐπέσταλτο ἐπὶ ἄλτεω C 

δ χῶρος: χρόνος Ρ || ἥπερ a 
8 ἐπεξήεσαν B: ἐπεξήεισαν d || εὐρύτατον 5, Wesseling 


πρόσοδον ? Stein? 
van H. 
|| of om. B 
aliique 


(Of the ten men or so known seven are 
Athenians: Pape-Benseler, s.v.) The 
father’s name is more uncommon, but 
hardly more aristocratic. The notice is 


from tomb, or epigram. 
233. 1. cwovbds ἐποιήσατο: no doubt 


to the rising sun ; cp. 6. δά supra. There 
Xerxes apparently acted in person. 

2. ὧν χρόνον: the participle ab- 
solutely ; the accusative of duration ; 
op. 1. 175 ἀντέσχον χρόνον. 


ἀγορῆς. . πληθώρην : cp. 2. 178, 
and c, 215 supra. πληθώρη in a different 


connexion, c. 49 supra. 

8. ἐπέσταλτο ἐξ Ε πιάλτεω : not an 
elegant collocation of syllables. The 
pluperfect is strictly temporal. ém- 
στέλλειν does not appear to connote 
much authority. 

4. ἡ κα uw. . ἡ weplodds τε καὶ 
ἀνάβασις : the way down was shorter in 
actual distance (not merely in time). 
Leake in one place seems to contravert 
the truth of this statement (N.G. ii. 54). 
Rawlinson (ad 1.) replies that if the 
descent by At Jannt (a monastery) be 
taken as the track of Hydarnes instead 
of the more circuitous one preferred by 
Leake, Hdt.’s statement is correct. But 
Leake himself (ej. op. Ὁ. 39) recognizes 
that ‘the summit’ was nearer to the east 
end of the ridge than to the Asopian 
toe whence (scoring to him) Hy- 

arnes had begun his march; so that 
Hdt.’s assertion is true, whatever the 
precise route followed from the summit 
(of the pass) to Alpenoi. Dr. Grundy’s 
map unfortunately does not display 
the path ‘Anopaia’; his report, too, 
leaves some doubt as to the relative 
distances from the Asopos to the summit, 


2 «τὴν» 
4 οὔρεος CPdz, 
6 προσήεσαν B: προσείησαν d 


and from the summit to Thermopylai, 
G.P.W. p. 8302f. The whole distance, 
which Leake (op. c. 54) estimated at not 
less than 12 miles, Grundy puts at not 
much less than 17. The matter is a 
small one, and not a point on which 
anything important here turns. The 
actual time occupied by Hydarnes in 
descending from the ἀκρωτήριον in c. 217 
—which it had taken them all night to 
reach—to his arriva] at the Middle Gate 
in c. 225 infra, would not be more than 
5 or 6 hours. But it is not to be 
supposed that Hdt. had footed the path. 
aw ἐπὶ θανάτῳ cot ade ἴα trul 

grand phrase, even ting the marc 
out from Sparta, of Takonla for which 
ἔξοδος is the regular word; e.g. 9. 19 
λείπεσθαι τῆς ἐξόδου : 9. 26 κοινῆς ἐξόδου 
γινομένης : Thuc. 2. 10. 1 οἷα εἰκὸς ἐπὶ 
ἔξοδον ἔκδημον ἔχειν (also of a mere 
‘sally,’ Thuo. δ. 10. 1, οἴο.) Hdt. uses 
ἔξοδος 8. 14 (ἐπ᾽ ἐκάστῃ ἐξόδῳ) of men led 
out to execution (ἡγεόμενον ἐπὶ θάνατον) ; 
a law of Solon’s enjoined good behaviour 
ταῖς ἐξόδοις τῶν γυναικῶν καὶ rots πένθεσι 
καὶ ταῖς ἑορταῖς (Plutarch, Solon 21); 
and in literary composition, or criticism, 
the ἔξοδος was the close of the tragedy 
(Aristot. Poet. 12. 6=1452 B). 

8. κατ᾽ ἀρχάς : on the first and second 
day, perhaps, though there had been 
little if any fighting on the second ; cp. 
c. 212 supra. ray resumes ἔξοδος. 

τὸ τοῦ αὐχένο. The 
phrase is obscure. αὐχήν suggests rather 
a convexity than a concavity, rather a 
hill than a hollow, rather an isthmus 
than a tunnel; cp. 1. 72 (neck of Ana- 
tolia), 6. 37 (of kian Chersonese). 
But Hdt. also uses the word in applica- 


WAy 
narod 
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τὸ μὲν yap ἔρυμα τοῦ τείχεος ἐφυλάσσετο, of δὲ 

το προτέρας ἡμέρας ὑπεξιόντες ἐς τὰ στεινόπορα ἐμάχο 

δὲ συμμίσγοντες ἔξω τῶν στεινῶν . . . ἔπιπτον πλή 

τῶν βαρβάρων: ὄπισθε γὰρ οἱ ἡγεμόνες τῶν τελέι 

δ μάστυγας ἐρράπιξζον πάντα ἄνδρα αἰεὶ ἐς τὸ πρόσ 
Ky νοντες. πολλοὶ μὲν δὴ ἐσέπιπτον αὐτῶν és τὴν 
τις καὶ διεφθείροντο, πολλῷ δ᾽ ἔτι πλεῦνες κατεπατι 


ὑπ᾽ ἀλλήλων: ἦν δὲ λόγος οὐδεὶς τοῦ ἀπολλυμένου. 
9 ‘of δὲ rectius, aptius post ἡμέρας Stein!?: illuc trai. var 


στενόπωρα C: orevorepa BPs 
13 ἐράπιζον C 


14 θάλατταν ἃ 


11 δὴ z || lacunam 
15 δὲ ἔτι α 


Ἕλληνες λαμπρῶς ἠγωνίζοντο». ante ἅτε ins. Schenk] 


tion to waterways, 4. 85, 118 (Bosporos), 
4. 89 (Istros). So here the neck might 
stand (a) for the pass as a whole, con- 
necting the head and body of Hellas. 
But in this case Hdt. would be (errone- 
ously) representing the Hellenes as 
advancing beyond the West Gate. Or 
again (δ) the term might be apps toa 
section of the pass, to wit, ‘the Middle 
Gate’ itself, at which the Greeks were 
cee, and which they were defending. 
at then was the ‘neck’ of the Middle 
Gate? (i.) If the Gate is correctly con- 
ceived as a col, the road rising here up 
over a projecting spur of the mountain 
(Kallidromos), it would not be by nature 
the narrowest, or even a very narrow 
section of the pass; hence, indeed, the 
wall built across it (rd ἔρυμα τοῦ τείχεος, 
ep. c. 176). But this ‘spur,’ or the 
‘saddle’ itself, might perhaps be called 
a ‘neck’; or again (ii.) the road here, as 
connecting the two semicircular theatres, 
behind and before ‘the Middle Gate,’ 
might perhaps be so designated. In 
either case the Spartans are here to be 
thought advancing down the slope in 
front of the Phokian wall. But more 
ΕΟ (111.) ‘the Middle Gate’ may be 
eld to include a narrow stretch of road- 
way below the hill, and between Kalli- 
dromos and the sea, which, as Dr. Grundy 
has fairly shown (G.P.W. p. 286), con- 
nected in ancient times the hill, on which 
he places the Phokian wall, with the 
more open ground in the neighbourhood 
of the hot springs. If so, that passage 
to the west, below the hill, might be 
the αὐχήν, the hill itself being presum- 
ably the head. (Dr. Grundy himself uses 
the term ‘neck’ of the ridge connecting 
the mound of the Middle Gate with the 
mountain side, op. c. p. 288 bis, p. 289 


bis, and also carries the 
over this very ‘neck.’) I 
this stretch of straight r 
mound or ool, and flankec 
by Kallidromos, on the no 
then the Lakedaimonians 
ceived as advancing not - 
the wall and down the hil 
this ‘neck’ into the mon 
about the hot springs (τὸ 
τῶν στεινῶν). But in this c: 


is hardly a part of the atx 
12. al ipandves τὸν cos 
onudyropes. On this idea 


barians’ had to be flogg 
(ἔχοντες μάστιγας ἐρράπιζο 
22 supra. It is an exa 
defeats its own pu ,d 
heroism of the Bre enes il 
the pusillanimity of th 
Aristotle, Eth. N. 3. 8. : 
story in view ! 

14. ἐσέπιπτον.. ἐς + 
this they could not hav 
the sea had been close in 
action, the water fairly 

ghting (if ἐσέπιπτον reta 
‘falling,’ which is not the 
the word) on somewhat el 
These conditions would hi 
realized in immediate prc 
Middle Gate itself than at 
in front of it, and ἔξω τῶν 
observation supports Ste 
there is a lacuna here aft 
that the sentence ἔπιπτον 
should have found room it 
haps, rather, in c. 212 ἢ). 
subject from συμμίσγοντες 
by the previous context) 
almost intolerable. 

16. ἣν δὲ λόγος οὐδεὶς τοὶ 
op. 4. 186 τῶν ἣν ἐλά; 
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ἐπιστάμενοι τὸν μέλλοντα σφίσι ἔσεσθαι θάνατον ἐκ τῶν oof 
περιιόντων τὸ ὄρος, ἀπεδείκνυντο ῥώμης ὅσον εἶχον μέγιστον cam 
ap ἐς τοὺς βαρβάρους, παραχρεώμενοί τε καὶ ἀτέοντες. δόρατα 224 Ὁ 
νον» μέν νυν τοῖσι πλέοσι αὐτῶν τηνικαῦτα ἤδη ἐτύγχανε κατεηγότα, os, 
μι οἱ δὲ τοῖσι ξίφεσι διεργάζοντο τοὺς Πέρσας. καὶ Λεωνίδης wk 
Wve ἐν τούτῳ τῷ πόνῳ πίπτει ἀνὴρ γενόμενος ἄριστος καὶ 
ὅτεροι μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ ὀνομαστοὶ Σπαρτιητέων, τῶν ἐγὼ ὡς ἀνδρῶνς 
ἀξίων γενομένων ἐπυθόμην τὰ οὐνόματα, ἐπυθόμην δὲ καὶ 
ἁπάντων τῶν τριηκοσίων" καὶ δὴ Περσέων πίπτουσι ἐνθαῦτα 


17 σφίσι Stein: σῴφι 18 περιόντων R || «οἱ Λακεδαιμόνιοι». 
ἐπεδεικνύατο van H.: ἀπεδείκνυντο Cdz, Stein, Holder: ἀπεδείκνντο a: 
ἐπεδείκνυντο BP || ἔχον z || μέγεθος Paris. 1635 2 19 rapaypedpevoi P, 
van H. || ἀττεέοντες B (ἀττέοντες 8) 224. 2 πλεόνεσιν B 3 
κατηργάζοντο B 5 οὐνομαστοὶ z 6 ἀξίων del. Krueger, ‘ fortasse 
rectius’ van H.: ἀξίων λόγου vel ἀξιολόγων 1 Stein® || ὀνόματα van H. 
7 καὶ δὴ καὶ 5, van H. || περσέων τε B 


μένων λόγος. τὸ ἀπολλύμενον is here 
collective. How different the case of the 
free citizens of Hellas, c. 224 infra, all 
whose names were known and memor- 
able ! 
17. ἐπιστάμενοι : perhaps merely ‘ex- 
ting’; cp. c. 152 and 8. 182. The 
tter part of this chapter is badly in 
want of a subject (cp. App. Crit.) but 
the want were best met by the transfer of 
the previous sentences ; cp. 1. 14 supra. 
19. παραχρεώμενοί τε καὶ driovres : 
παραχρᾶσθαι, to despise, neglect, set at 
naught ; cp. 8. 20, 4. 159, ete. On 
wuas as “‘ the genuine [onic form ” cp. 
eir Smyth, § 289. 8, p. 260. Whether 
we should understand τοὺς ἐχθρούς, or 
take the word as middle and absolute, 
is not clear. ἀτέειν is not used by Hdt. 
elsewhere ; and only once in Homer, Ji. 
20. 382, in participle, as here (of the 
madness, wildness, of facing hopeless 
odds). 
434, 2. καῦτα, ‘by that time’ 
oe ane ete those woh kateapinl 
3. of δὲ τοῖσι ξίφεσι διεργάζοντο 
Ilépoas: just like the Ariat at 
Marathon ; cp. Suidas sub v. διεξιφίσω 
and my Hdt. IV.-VI. ii. (1895) pp. 
230 ff. It is possible that the Athenian 
legend of Marathon had associated the 
long sword with that victory before the 
story of Thermopylai was garnered by 
Hdt., or even before the battle of Ther- 
mopylai was fought (cp. 9. 27, where, 
however, the claymore has not yet 
appeared); or it is possible that the 


legends of Marathon and of Thermopylai 
were developed in rivalry with each other, 
and that Aristophanes (Knights 781 ff.) 
brought the ξίφος into prominence in 
"ἢ Attic legend, asi —_ ΠΕΣ from 
this very passage. It does not figure in 
Hdt.’s secant of Marathon (written after 
this passage). ot δέ (δόρατα μέν), the 
emphatic subject ; cp. cc. 8, 50 ete. 

4. ἐν τῷ πόνῳ: just like the 
Polemarch a Marathon, 6. ἐν 

5. τῶν .. ἐπυθόμην οὐνόματα, 
where when? from whom?’ Hdt. un- 
fortunately leaves us to guess. It is 
curious that he does not give any of their 
names in this 5 though he goes on 
to name several Persian ὀνομαστοί. The 
sentence τῶν ἐγὼ .. τριηκοσίων (or rather 
καὶ ἕτεροι xrd.) might well be a later 
insertion; the names he might have 
learnt at Sparta, where, pear the theatre, 
with the monuments of Pausanias and 
of Leonidas, there stood στήλη πατρόθεν 
τὰ ὀνόματα ἔχουσα of πρὸς Μήδου: τὸν ἐν 
Θερμοπύλαις ἀγῶνα ὑπέμειναν, Pausan. 3. 
14.1. There can be no doubt that this 
record was in existence in Hdt.'s time, 
and it is obvious that he need not have 
visited Thermopylai (where there may 
have been a similar record) in order to 
obtain the list. Cp. Introduction, §§ 9, 

7. καὶ δὴ corresponds (asStein 
points out) to Λεωνίδης re above ; a cor- 
respondence which supports my sugges- 
tion that the words καὶ ἕτεροι. . τριηκοσίων 
are a later insertion. The duplicate 


225 τέκνου. 
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ἄλλοι τε πολλοὶ καὶ ὀνομαστοί, ἐν δὲ δὴ καὶ Aapeiov δύο 
παῖδες ᾿Αβροκόμης τε καὶ Ὕπεράνθης, ἐκ τῆς ᾿Αρτάνεω 
10 θυγατρὸς Φραταγούνης γεγονότες Δαρείῳ. ὁ δὲ ᾿Αρτάνης 
Δαρείον μὲν τοῦ βασιλέος ἦν ἀδελφεός, Ὕστάσπεος δὲ τοῦ 
᾿Αρσάμεος παῖς: ὃς καὶ ἐκδιδοὺς τὴν θυγατέρα Δαρείῳ τὸν 
οἶκον πάντα τὸν ἑωυτοῦ ἐπέδωκε, ὡς μούνης οἱ ἐούσης ταύτης 
ἘΞέρξεώ τε δὴ δύο ἀδελφεοὶ ἐνθαῦτα πίπτουσι μαχό- 
μενοι, . . .. ὑπὲρ τοῦ νεκροῦ τοῦ Λεωνίδεω Περσέων τε καὶ 
Λακεδαιμονίων ὠθισμὸς ἐγίνετο πολλός, ἐς ὃ τοῦτόν τε ἀρετῇ 


οἱ "EXXAnves ὑπεξείρυσαν καὶ ἐτρέψαντο τοὺς ἐναντίους τετράκις. 


ς τοῦτο δὲ συνεστήκεε μέχρι οὗ οἱ σὺν ᾿Επιάλτῃ παρεγένοντο. 


ς 
ως 


8 οὐνομαστοί z || ὀνομαστοὺ πολλοὶ δὲ καὶ οὐκ ὀνομαστοί a 


9 ἀτάρνεω Bz 
τοῦ βασιλέος del. van H. 


13 μούνον B, Holder, van H. || ταύτης ἐούσης 8, Holder 
2 lacunam indic. Stein®: μαχόμενοι, <xai> 
ὑπὲρ Schaefer, Stein!®, Holder, van H. || re: δὲ B 


δὴ om. B || μαχεόμενοι B 


10 ρατογούνης a: ῥατογόνης C || ἀτάρνης Pz 11 
12 ἀρσάμεω BPz, Holder, van H. 
225. 1 


4 ὑπεξέρυσαν d: 


ὑπερεξέρυσαν a: ὑπερεξέρρυσαν C || ἀντίους malit van H. || τετράκις : ter 


Valla: πολλάκις d 5 μέχρις B 


ὀνομαστοί further confirms the point, the 
one in this sentence being, of course, the 
aa ὧι ΑὙπεράνθης. “I 

9. ° κόμης Te καὶ “It 
cannot supposed that [the] sons of 
Darius bore names so thoroughly Greek 
as these,” Rawlinson ad 7. One may 
suppose either that the princes bore 
names which the Greeks assimilated, or 
that these names come from some purely 
literary list (like that in the Persai), or 
even that these princes were known by 
nicknames to the Greeks in the forces 
(‘Fine-locks’ and ‘ Full-bloom’). We 
have here a suggestion of Greek sources 
on the Persian side; cp. Introduction, 
§ 10. 

ix τῆς ᾿Αρτάνεω θυγατρός. Artanes 
is brother of Dareios the king (τοῦ 
βασιλέος), son of Hystaspes, son of Ar- 
sames; cp. 6. 11 supra—a curiously 
elaborate description of Dareios and of 
his brother, if Hdt. were ch of the 
pashan ae ! He perhaps takes the 

escription over bodily from his source 
(Dionysios of Miletos?), and carries the 
Achaimenid pedigree back in this case as 
far as his authority went. The lady's 
name, Φραταγούνη, 15 made = Rhodogune, 
O.P. vard, vrad=pdédov (Stein). (Raw- 
linson’s Vocabulary, iii. p. 549, connects 
Phradasmenes, etc., with frddat, ‘liberal,’ 
‘ generous’; Baehr quotes Oppert : /rdta 


unai=de forme devée.) She was sole 

eiress to her father, as Hdt. explains. 
τὸν οἶκον, as in 8. 53 τὸν οἶκον τοῦ 
πατρός of property ; οἶκος λέγεται ἡ πᾶσα 
οὐσία, Ammonius, p. 102 (Baehr). Hdt. 
does not apparently mean that Artanes 
divested himself of his substance during 
his life. 

225. 3. Λακεδαιμονίων: both the 
situation and the term suggest that the 
300 were not the only men of Lake- 
daimon present ; cp. c. 202. 

4. vro τοὺς ἐναντίους us. 
How lab this remembered ἢ "Dla the 
Thebans report it? or Persians? or 
Greeks on the Persian side? Or stray 
local onlookers? Or Aristodamos ὁ 
τρέσας (He was not present.) What 
was done with the dead body of Leonidas 
when they drew it out from under the 
mélée? Did they bear it back with 
them to ‘the hill,’ where the last stand 
was made, and the end came! (The 
body was afterwards found apparently, 
c. 238 infra.) 

5. τοῦτο δὲ συνεστήκεε, ‘the struggle 
here lasted . . ’; cp. σύστασις c. 167. 

ol σὺν ᾿Εἰπιάλτῃ . On 
the phrase and the situation cp. c. 238 
infra. The arrival of these men 
(Hydarnes and the ‘Immortals’), or 
rather the news of their arrival, is the 
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δὲ τούτους ἥκειν ἐπύθοντο of “Ἕλληνες, ἐνθεῦτεν ἤδη ἑτοροιοῦτο 
τὸ νεῖκος" ἔς τε γὰρ τὸ στεινὸν τῆς ὁδοῦ ἀνεχώρεον οπίσω, 
~~ 


καὶ παραμειψάμενοι TO τεῖχος ἐλθόντες ἵζοντο ἐπὶ τὸν κολωνὸν 


πάντες Ga 


Mes οἱ ἄλλοι πλὴν Θηβαίων. 
κὰκ τῇ ἐσόδῳ, ὅκου νῦν ὁ λίθινος λέων ἕστηκε ἐπὶ Λεωνίδῃ. ἐν 


ὁ δὲ κολωνὸς ἐστὶ ἐν 


τούτῳ σφέας τῷ χώρῳ ἀλεξομένους μαχαίρῃσι, τοῖσι αὐτῶν 
ἐτύγχανον ἔτι περιεοῦσαι, καὶ χερσὶ καὶ στόμασι κατέχωσαν 


6 οἱ “EAAnves ἐπύθοντο 3. || ἑτεροιοῦντο S 
11 τοῖσι: τῇσι a: ὅσοις Longin. π. vy. 38 


ἀνεχώρεεν B 


signal for a change in the course and 
character of the struggle (vetxos of actual 
battle, Homeric; and a term strong 
enough to be chosen by Empedokles as 
one of the poles of his cosmic dualism). 
But Hdt.’s description of the change 
might be clearer (especially if he had 
ever visited the scene). Though he has 


described the path as coming down to 


Alpenos (c. 216 supra), it is not in this 
place by any means clear that Epialtes 
and his men arrive a fergo, and that in 
retreating ἐξ τὸ στειγὸν τῆς ὁδοῦ the 
Greeks are moving in the direction of 
the men with Epialtes and Hydarnes, 
or that as they ‘ passed beyond the wall’ 
the Greeks must have moved up the 
slope, out of the road way, on to some- 
what more open ground, or that there 
were several ‘hills’ or ‘hillocks’ east of 
the wall, upon one or other of which 
they might have elected to take their 
last station (ἵζοντο). 

: στεινὸν ὁδοῦ: not to be 
confounded with the narrow Western 
Gate, ἁμαξιτὸς μούνη, κατὰ τὸν Φοίνικα 
ποταμόν c. 200 supra, the ἔμπροσθε 
Θερμοπυλέων, κατὰ Φοίνικα ποταμὸν 
ἀγχοῦ ᾿Ανθήλης πόλιος, ἁμαξιτὸς μούνη οὗ 
ς. 176: not to be confounded with the 
still narrower Eastern Gate, ὄπισθε 
Θερμοπυλέων, κατὰ ᾿Αλπηνοὺς ὄπισθε 
ἐόντας ἐοῦσα ἁμαξιτὸς μούνη ibid., clone to 
which the path Anopaia came down (or 
one fork from it) κατὰ ᾿Αλπηνὸν πόλιν, 
τῇ καὶ τὸ στεινότατον ἐστί, c. 216. 

The narrow way here in question is 
the of ‘the Middle Gate,’ or 
Thermopylai proper, in traversing which, 
from the west, the road rose over a low 
spur, or ὑπωρέη, of Kallidromos, to the 
wall, beyond which, going east, the 

ound declined again towards the 

rger spur, or process of the hill, which 
formed the Eastern Gate, and down over 
which the ten thousand Persians came 
streaming, when the Hellenes were 


7 νῖκος PR: νίκος Sz || 


informed (by the watchers at the wall 1) 
that the ‘strangers’ were there. 

9. of ἄλλοι aA should 
mean apparently the remnant of 700 
Thespians, and 300 Spartans; but that 
can hardly be so: op. c. 222 supra. 
Probably the body which takes its stand 
closely massed on the hill is made up of 
8 ns, Perioikoi, and perhaps some 

elots too; but not a man, save from 
Lakedaimon. 

ὃ δὲ κολωνὸς. . ἐπὶ : 
This sentence again has the air of an 
insertion, perhaps from the author’s 
hand, although the νῦν ἔστηκε cannot 
be precisely dated, nor can it prove 
sutopey on the writer’s part. The Lion 
has long disappeared, but may yet one 
day be ‘restored’: if that time comes, it 

ill be a matter of some interest to set 
the Lion on the proper hill. The 
Lakedaimonians had to receive an attack 
on both sides, perhaps from all sides: 
their Kolonos stood more or less clear of 
the mountain (S.) and of the road 
(E. and W.). I counted three, if not 
four, such Kolonoi there (April 1899) that 
might dispute the honour. From notes 
taken at the time an Ort und Stelle I see 
that I inclined to identify the Kolonos 
with the highest of the mounds, immedi- 
ately above the Upper Mill, and that 
appears to be Dr. Grundy’s view (G.P. W. 
812), though the Phokian wall stands 
on the ‘summit of the slope,’ or western 
side of this hill. 


11. pax: might be only the same 
weapons as τοῖσι ξίφεσι in c. 224 supra: 
the words τοῖσι. . περιεοῦσαι favour that 


interpretation ; but properly the μάχ 
is ada r, short ἐπ ᾿ δὲ dirk, which 
hangs beside the ξίφος, at least on the 
Homeric hero, 72. 8. 272. It is clearly 
distinguished from the ξίφος in Xenoph. 
Hell. 3. 8. 7. The sense of this passage 
seems to demand a short weapon used at 
closest quarters. 
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οἱ βάρβαροι βάλλοντες, of μὲν ἐξ ἐναντίης ἐπισπόμει 

: 00" ᾧ ἔρυμα τοῦ τείχεος συγχώσαντες, of δὲ περιελθόντες 
ΜΝ 15 περισταδόν. 

ον 226 Λακεδαιμονίων δὲ καὶ Θεσπιέων τοιούτων γενομέ 

λέγεται ἀνὴρ ἄριστος γενέσθαι Σπαρτιήτης Διηνέ 

τόδε φασὶ εἰπεῖν τὸ ἔπος πρὶν ἢ συμμεῖξαι σφ 

Μήδοισι, πυθόμενον πρός τευ τῶν Τρηχινίων ὡς, 

ς βάρβαροι ἀπιέωσι τὰ τοξεύματα, τὸν ἥλιον ὑπὸ τοῖ 

τῶν ὀιστῶν ἀποκρύπτουσι' τοσοῦτο πλῆθος αὐτ 


.» 


Jv 


13 avrins malit van H. 226. 2 ἄριστος ἀνὴρ BPz || 
3 συμμῖξαι Stein}? 4 πειθόμενον B || πρὸς τῶν τ᾿ 
δ ἀφίωσι B: ἀπίωσι van H. || πλήθεος : νέφους Eustath. Π. 7 
τοσοῦτο . . εἶναι secl. van H.: τοσοῦτον RS: τοσοῦτόν mV: 


Pz: τοσοῦτο τὸ Valckenaer 


18. of μέν κτᾺ. clearly describes the 
Persian forces which follow the Greeks 
eastwards out of the open, through (or 
across!) the ‘neck,’ then up the hill, 
across the wall, which they (partially) 
destroyed in passing, every inch of the 
way pernepe disputed, till the Greeks 
withdrew on to ‘the Kolonos’—not on 
the main road going east, but somewhat 
to the right (or south). These Persians 
would naturally then work round the 
hill from the west, to north and south. 

14. of δὲ περιελθόντος πάντοθεν 

. Some account of the pre- 
cise part plaved in the last scene by 
Hydarnes and his men is fairly to be 
expected ; it cannot be said that Hdt. 
supplies it. If the περιελθόντες is re- 
ferred specifically to tices ‘who had 
come round’ by Anopaia, yet the words 
πάντοθεν περισταδόν (sc. κατέχωσαν 
βάλλοντες) can hardly be restricted to 
their action. If the words πάντοθεν 
weporadéy describe the last situation 
generally, then περιελθόντες cannot be 
confined to Hydarnes and his men. 
Did they actually take part in this last 
ecene at all? 

226. 1. καὶ Θεσπιέων. If Thespians 
were with the ‘ Lakedaimonians’ until 
the bitter end, and if there were 700 
Thespians (or the remains) to 300 
Lakedaimonians, how comes it that 
Sparta has ever since reaped all the 

ory, or almost all? Is it simply that 
8 arta was responsible? that a Spartan 
king fell? Is it that the blow which 
but stimulated Sparta, annihilated 
Thespiai? But that was not so. It is 


at least arguable that ther 
more than 300 ‘Lakedaii 
Thermopylai first and last 
that the Thespians, howev 
they may have behaved, 1 
‘the hill’ in Thermopylai 
Cp. Appendix V. § 5. 


2. λέγεται: by whom? ¥ 
anonymous Trachinian str: 
be source of the anecdote, τ 
then have come to the ea 
in the Persian camp, but 
Trachinian have known th 
name? Did Demaratos 
omission? (What a pilg 
his to that hill of slaugh 
dead Spartiate face known t 
were these anecdotes picked 
in Sparta, and additions to 
draft? Or was the practice 
laconic apophthegms alread} 
Could he draw upon literar: 
such bon-mots? Hdt. does 
guarantee the truth of th 
λέγεται, φασί, if anythin 
doubt. Why does not H: 
the much grander bon-mot « 
Pergite, animo forti, La 
hodie apud inferos fortasse 
(Cicero, Z'usc. D. 1. 42. 101). 
duction, § 10. 


Διηνέκη : Hdt. πὶ 
supplied his patronymic fre 
in Sparta, were he much give 
such materials together. 1 
of the Trachinian can hardl 
pos that Leonidas began b 

rachis ; cp. ὁ. 208 supra. 
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po τὸν δὲ οὐκ ἐκπλωγέντα τούτοισι εἰπεῖν ἐν ἀλογιῃ ποιεύμενον 


τὸ Μήδων πλῆθος, ὡς πάντα ode ἀγαθὰ ὁ Τρηχίνιος ξεῖνος 


ἀγγέλλοι, εἰ ἀποκρυπτόντων τῶν Μήδων τὸν ἥλιον ὑπὸ 
ἔσοιτο πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἡ μάχη καὶ οὐκ ἐν ἡλίῳ. 


καὶ ἄλλα τοιουτότροπα ἔπεα φασὶ Διηνέκεα τὸν Λακεδαιμόνιον 


λιπέσθαι μνημόσυνα" μετὰ δὲ τοῦτον ἀριστεῦσαι λέγονται ἮΝ Ν 


Λακεδαιμόνιοι δύο ἀδελφεοί, ᾿Αλφεός τε καὶ Μάρων Ὀρσιφάν- 


Tov παῖδες. 
Διθύραμβος ᾿Αρματίδεω. 


Θαφθεῖσι δέ σφι αὐτοῦ ταύτῃ τῇ περ ἔπεσον, καὶ τοῖσι 228 


τούτοισι: τοῦτοβ 
a ] 3 ε ’ 
καὶ οὐκ ἐν ἡλίῳ 


ταφεῖσι R: θαπτεῖσι SV 


441. 2. φασί: presumably the same 
authority as before; the φασί (dis) i 
to his bon-mots; the λέγεται above, 
like the λέγονται here, to the ἀριστεῖα. 
Dienekes is called a Lakedaimonian here 
(in respect of his jests), a Spartiate above 
(in respect of his prowess): a distinction 
without a difference, for the two brothers 
who succeed him are ‘ Lakedaimonians’ ; 
but if Hdt. has followed a separate source 
for the jests, that might explain the 
addition of τὸν Λακεδαιμόνιον. Perha 
the record of the ἀριστεῖα belongs to the 
original story of Thermopylai; and the 
jests of ‘Dienekes the ed.’ are a 
ater insertion, from a different source. 
Cp. Introd. § 9; Aristoph. Wasps 1084. 

3. νται : cp. λέγεται c. 226 supra. 

4. ζέον τι καὶ Μάρων ᾿Ορσιφάντον 
παῖδες. ey may have been of the 
300 ; byt perhaps they were not even 
full Spartiates—for a Perioikos might 
on occasion be allowed a patronymic. 
Alpheios is better known as a river 
than as a man; Maron is su tive 
rather of wine than of water (cp. Homer, 
Od. 9. 197—f. ; Eurip. Kyki. 141, 412), 
and the word, or title, doubtless underlies 
the city-name of Μαρώνεια (c. 109 supra), 
famous for its wine. There was a cult 
of ‘Maron’ and ‘ Alpheios’ in Sparta. 
Pausan. 8. 12. 7 καὶ Μάρωνός ἐστιν ἱερὸν 
καὶ ᾿Αλφείου: Λακεδαιμονίων δὲ τῶν és 
Θερμοπύλας στρατενσαμένων λόγου μάλιστα 
ἀξίως μαχέσασθαι μετά γε αὐτὸν δοκοῦσι 
Λεωνίδαν. Dienekes has dropped out 
between Leonidas and these gallant 
brethren ; or else Pausanias subetitutes 
Leonidas for Dienekes. The cult does 


8 τὸ τῶν RS(V) 
secl. Naber, van H. 
4 ᾿Αλφεός : ἀδελφεός BB: ἀλφεὺς C: ᾿Αλφειός Eustath. 


Θεσπιέων δὲ εὐδοκίμεε μάλεστα τῷ οὔνομα Fes 


9 τῶν om. C 10 
227. 2 διηνέκεά φασι B 
228. 1 


not necessarily discredit the historical 
yersonage (cp. the case of Brasidas, 
uc. §. 11. 1, Aristot. HA. N. δ. 7. 1= 
11348). Orsiphantos, or Orsiphantes, 
the father’s name, nowhere recurs, and 
has a somewhat hieratic flavour. ὀρσός 
is Lakonian for ὀρθός, Aristoph. Lys. 995. 
5. εὐδοκίμεε seems to connote a less 
formal award than the ἀριστεῖα. 
6. A ; . Dithy- 
rambos, son of Harmatides, was not the 
captain, or general of the Thespians (cp. 
c. 222 seen Dithyrambos, as a proper 
name, is a little startling: it is primarily 
(like Mdpwy) a title of Bakchos, op. 
Eurip. Bakch. 526; it is secondarily a 
kind of poetry or melody (of which Arion 
was inventor, cp. 1. 28). This Thes- 
pian is the only human person to 
whom the name is given. His father 
ph dae ’) may have been a musician 
—of the Dionysiac order (the dithyramb 
was always in the ‘Phrygian’ mode, 
and decidedly orgiastic: Aristet. Pol. 
5 (8). 7. of. =1842 ey 
228. 1. αὐτοῦ ταύτῃ τῇ wep trevor: 
generally an especial honour ; cp. 1. 30 
καί μιν ᾿Αθηναῖοι δημοσίῃ re ἔθαψα» αὐτοῦ 
τῇ περ ἔπεσε καὶ ἐτίμησαν μεγάλως. So too 
δὶ Marathon: Pausan. 1. 32. 8. But 
how was it managed at Thermopylai? 
The body of Leonidas was not buried 
there at re but beheaded, arg and 
exposed (cp. c. 238 tnfra, and note). 
There were τ deci Greeks on 
view, 8. 25: did the Persians then bury 
them! It is not recorded. Stein refers 
θαφθεῖσι to the funereal monuments 
(afterwards) erected (cp. ταφῆναι 8. 55, 
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ταῦτα μὲν 227 


αὖ οἷς 


LOAM Bee 


[wy 


886 HPOAOTOY 


πρότερον τελευτήσασι . . . ἢ ὑπὸ Λεωνίδεω arc 
οἴχεσθαι, ἐπυγέγραπται γράμματα λόγοντα τάδε. 


εὐ μυριάσιν ποτὲ τῇδε τριηκοσίαις ἐμάχοντο 
\" ¢ ἐγ. Πελοποννάσον χιλεώδες τέτορες. ιιδοί 


ταῦτα μὲν δὴ τοῖσι πᾶσι ἐπιγέγραπται, τοῖσι δὲ Σ 


ἰδίῃ 


ὦ ξεῖν᾽, ἀγγέλλειν Λακεδαιμονίοις ὅτι τῆδε 
κείμεθα τοῖς κείνων ῥήμασι πειθόμενοι. 


2 lacunam indic. Stein®: «τῶν συμμάχων; ἢ 1 Stein?: | 


συμμάχους 1 Stein: τε 
7 om. B 
κοσίαις Schneidewin, van H. 


6 δὴ om. B || συνάπασι malit van H. 


ει ἢ «τοὺς» Schaefer, Hol 
4 μυριάσι B || τῇδε διακοσίαις Diodor. 11. 3: 
5 πελοπονήσου B: πε 


7 ἰδία B 


ξεῖνε aV: ξένε Diodor.: ξέν᾽ Strabo 429 || ἄγγειλον z Lyx 


109 : ἀπάγγειλον Strabo 


and ἔθαψαν 1. 80) ; yet he thinks that 
the Persians buried these corpses. But 
would the Persians bury? cp. 1. 140. 
Perhaps some pious though medizing 
Greeks did so. Those that died in the 
first two days’ engagements would per- 
haps have been buried by their comrades 
—so far as the bodies were recovered. 

καὶ τοῖσι. . οἴχεσθαι looks like an 
after-thought, and as such is not even 
quite grammatically expressed, redev- 
τήσασι and ἀποπεμφθέντας not referring 
to the same persons. Perhaps τοὺς 
roi might be understood. Cp. App. 

rit. 

3. γράμματα λέγοντα τάδε: a useful 
illustration of the means of λέγειν, 
λόγος, etc. oP α. 220 supra, Introd. § 10. 
These epitaphs could hardly have been 
erected until after the victory at Plataiai 
in 479 B.c. eee some little time 
elapsed even after that victory before 
the obsequies were performed at Ther- 
mopylai, and orders given for the 
erection of monuments and inscriptions. 
The Pylagoroi (c. 214) may have moved 
in the matter at the spring meeting of 
478 3.c., but perhaps the matter was 


not determined until 476 B.c. Cp. note 
to c. 288 infra. 
4. μυριάσιν. . thropes. The first 


epigram gives the numbers of the com- 
batants: three million on the one side, 
four thousand on the other. The 
latter figure includes only the Pelopon- 
nesians, agrees with Hdt.’s army-list c. 
202 supra, and may be the source of his 
estimate there. As Thespians, Thebans, 


9 πειθόμενοι νομίμοις Lycurg., ] 


Lokrians, Phokians cour 
there is an extreme of de 
direction, which is hard] 
the supposition that ἢ 
special monuments and 
their own. This epigram 
but the outsiders are igt 
the Athenians were apt 
Plataians, in their accou! 


(cp. 9. 27). The epig 
assert that all the 4000 ᾿' 
8. 25. The ‘three hur 


constitutes the oldest ext 
the land-forces of Xerxe: 
as a poetic license for 3C 
for ‘chiliads,’ we have ' 
whole an acceptable fige 
doubt ideal) for the Ia 
Appendix 11. ὃ 5. Diodc 
quoting this epigram has 
gives ἑκατὸν μ. as his ow 
11. 2. Hdt.’s estimate, « 
somewhat lower than thee 
In regard to the form οἱ 
as Πελοποννάσον has surv: 
we should probably re 
τριακοσίαις. 

8. ὦ ξεῖν᾽, ἀ vy: tl 
venture is decidedly hap 
lime distich (ἡ θρυλουμό 
quoted with variations by | 
others): (1) ὦ ξέν᾽, ἀπά“ 
τοῖς κείνων πειθόμενοι vou 

raestat Herodotea lec 

icero, Zuse. 1. 42. | 
(from the inferior versio1 
Spartae, nos te hic vidiss 
sanctis patriae legibus obi 


Μο) πιγράμμασι μὲν 
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Λακεδαιμονίοισι μὲν δὴ τοῦτο, τῷ δὲ μάντι τόδε. 


μνῆμα τόδε κλεινοῖο Μεγιστία, ὅν ποτε Μῆδοι “υόλλυ 
Σπερχειὸν ποταμὸν κτεῖναν ἀμειψάμενοι, 
φρ okt μάντιος, ὃς τότε κῆρας ἐπερχομένας σάφα εἰδὼς 
οὐκ ἔτλη Σπάρτης ἡγεμόνα προλεπεῖν. 
νυν καὶ στήλῃσι, ἔξω ἢ τὸ τοῦ μάντιος 15 
ἐπίγραμμα, ᾿Αμφικτύονες εἰσὶ σφέας οἱ ἐπικοσμήσαντες" τὸ αὶ 


τοῦ μάντιος Μεγιστίεω Σιμωνίδης ὁ Λεωπρέπεος ἐστὶ 


κατὰ ξεινίην ὁ ἐπυγράψας. 
10 δὴ: δὲ C || μάντηι Β 


van H. || Meywriov Anth. Pal. 7. 677 
15 ἔξω... ἐπίγραμμα del Krueger, van H. 


μόνας 


ραμμα... μάντιος om. Paris.1635 sz || τὸ : τοῦ B 


εωτρέπεος B 


10. Δακ : the word re- 
ted from the epigram=roie δὲ 
ἥτῃσι just before. 
τῷ δὲ μάντι: co. 219, 222 

This one diviner has an epitaph as long 
as οἱ πάντες and οἱ Σπαρτιῆται put to- 
gether. Whether the previous story is 
ἃ product of the epigram (κῆρας érep- 
xoudvas σάφα eldus=c. 219; οὐκ ἔτλη 
KTX. Ξξο. 222), to some extent, is a fair 
question. Simonides was (as Hdt. ex- 
reesly asserts) on terms of special 
riendship with Megistias. To obtain the 
three epitaphs Hdt. had no more need 
of visiting Thermopylai than had Cicero. 
12. ειὸν gives little or 
no indication of the exact scene of the 
diviner’s death, although, had we no 
other evidence, we might su that 
the struggle took place atthe West Gate, 
the nearest to Spercheios : a poetic stream, 
as canonized by Homer, 12. 16. 174, 28. 


142, 
: (i) ἔξω ΞΞ πλήν, 


15. ἔξω ee bri 
(ii.) the dative τι might be 


ΠῚ ted after val το φονέα The ana- 
coluthon is designed to avoid the refer- 
ence of τὸ τοῦ μ. ἐπίγραμμα to σφέας 
Stein), but the neuter accusative can 
hardly be in direct construction 
with ἐπικοσμήσαντες. ΑΒ preposition ἔξω 
naturally would take a genitive (c. 29 ]. 
6), but it ap with an accusative (of 
motion) c. 58. But cp. App. Crit. 

Pyls; "A bite Soe πο of 

roi may fairly be associated wit 

densa against Epialtes o. 
213 supra, and both with the remarkable 
attempt of Sparta to revive and exploit 


VOL. I PT.I 


11 κλειτοῖο 8, Holder: xAéciroto 
14 ἡγεμόνα Stein? : ἡγε- 
16 ἐπί. 
17 vewrpéerews C: 


the Delphian Amphiktyony as a make- 
weight to the new Delian confederacy ; 
cp. Busolt, Gr. Gesch. iii. 1 pp. 80-88. 
17. Σιμωνίδης ὁ Acwwptreos. The 
uns master of commemorative 
epigram, and not of epi 3 cp. 
e citation from his ‘ Knkomion’ on the 
heroes of Thermopylai, Diodor. 11. 11 
(= Berek, Poet. Lyr. iii.‘ p. 388). This 
one chapter of Hdt. ocontains three 
authentic epi by Simonides (op. 
Hauvette, del authentscité etc. pp. 48 “ἢ, 
although Hdt. does not expressly refer 
any of them to that author. Simonides 
was indeed the first and not the least 
fertile of the historians of ‘the Median 
war’: besides numerous epitaphs, dedi- 
cations, and such like inscriptions, he 
composed (to order) elegies, encomia, 
+ be dirges, etc., as on the battle of 
thon (cp. my Hdt. IV.-VI. ii. 180 ff.) 
so on Thermopylai, Salamis, Plataiai, 
which must have helped largely to fix 
both the sentiment and even the tradi- 
tion of the facta. Cp. Introduction, § 10; 


5s signe : 

imonidesis heregiven his patronymic: 
in 5. 102 (ubs vide for reff.) he is described 
as ears or man of Keos. τ" 
passage θ8 ce of bei 
earlier composed. : dt. names Simonides 
here simply as the friend of Megistias 
(for ὁ ἐπιγράψας does not neceasarily 
mean that he actually composed the 


quatrain, cp. 4. 88); there, in his 
poetical capacity. 
Simonides was not an uncommon 


name (e.g. Thucyd. 4. 7. 1 Σιμωνίδης 
᾿Αϑηναίων orpariyyés): at least a dozen 


Ζ 


10 
w 
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ὩΣ 229 = Avo δὲ τούτων τῶν τριηκοσίων λέγεται Evp 
᾿Αριστόδημον, παρεὸν αὐτοῖσι ἀμφοτέροισι κοινῷ ) 
μένοισε ἢ ἀποσωθῆναι ὁμοῦ ἐς Σπάρτην, ὡς με 
ἦσαν ἐκ τοῦ “στρατοπέδου ὑπὸ Λεωνίδεω καὶ a 
rs 5 ᾿ ᾿Αλπηνοῖσε ὀφθαλμιῶντες ἐς τὸ ἔσχατον, ἢ εἴ γε 5 
yw νοστῆσαι, ἀποθανεῖν ἅμα τοῖσι ἄλλοισι, παρεόν 


τὰ er 
: 


Sot 


epa ποιέειν, οὐκ ἐθελῆσαι ὁμοφρονέειν, « 
διενειχθέντας Εὔρυτον , πυθόμενον τῶν II 
περίοδον, αἰτήσαντά τε τὰ ὅπλα καὶ ἐνδύντα 4 


10 κελεῦσας τὸν εἵλωτα ἐς τοὺς μαχομένους, ὅκω 


229. 8 μεμετημένοι ὦ || γε: 
7 ἐθέλησαν a 
codd., Stein!, Holder 


men are known to have borne it, many 
of them men of letters. Of the identity 
of Simonides, son of Leoprepes, with ‘ the 
Keian,’ the most celebrated of all his 
namesakes (Σιμωνίδῃ γε οὐ ῥάδιον ἀπιστεῖν, 
σοφὸς γὰρ καὶ θεῖος ἀνήρ, Plato, Rep. 3315), 
there is no doubt : Mar. Par. 54 Σιμωνίδης 
ὁ Aewmpéwrous ὁ Κεῖος. His absolute 
primacy leads to his being frequently 
mentioned without patronymic or ehns- 
kon, as by Plato, lc. He was credited 
with a life of ninety years, 559-469 Β.0., 
Mar. Par. 57. He bore the same name 
as his grandfather, who was also a poet, 
ἐδ. 49. The name Leoprepes occurs at 
Sparta 6. 85, and as that of his father in 
two epi ascribed to Simonides, 
Bergk, P.L. iii.‘ p. 496 (146, 147), one 
of which M. Hauvette (no. 10 op. c.) 
regards as genuine. 
229. 1. τούτων τῶν τριηκοσίων seems 
to show that Hdt. has no clear idea that 
there were more than 300 ‘Spartiatai’ or 
‘ Lakedaimonioi’ at Thermopylai in all. 
λέγεται by no means guarantees 
the truth of the λόγος, rather the 
contrary. 

Etpurdv τε καὶ Αριστόδημον. Hdt. 
does not furnish them with patronymics, 
c. 224 notwithstanding ; he follows his 
special source, without attempting am- 
plification or combination. Kurytos is 
a good heroic name: (4) one of the 
mysterious ᾿Ακτορίωνε Μολίονε, I. 2. 621, 
11. 750 ; (δ) the founder of Oichalia, in 
Thessaly, Ji. 2. 780 (but cp. Strabo 339, 
850, 488), a mighty archer (cp. Od. 8. 
226) whose bow came to Odysseus, Od. 
21. 81 ff. 

Aristodemos rejoices in a name which 


τε B, Holder 
8 διενεχθέντας a 


6 az 
9 ἑωυτὸν Καὶ 


is found early in the He 
as the father of Eurysth: 
c. 204 supra etc., the ma 
to Spartan tradition, 7 
in Sparta: 6. 52. 
again in the royal linea; 
guardian (wpédcxos) of A 
of Pausanias the king, : 
2. 9. If this Aristode 
Herakleid blood his fate 
pathetic. 

2. wapedy, acc. abs. ; 0 

cows λόγῳ xp., | 
an agreement’ or ‘aft 
common line of poner 

8. μεμετιμένοι, one of t 
ing words in Hdt., cp. € 
quite what μετεώατο (ἢ ¢ 
have been. 

5. ᾿Αλπηνοῖσι : cp. cc 

ῶ > ¢t 
common in ancient and 
Greece, and throughout 
to the sun and dust ; cy 
2. 1. 8 (in Chios). (It' 
of ‘ophthalmia’ the ] 
from in Makedonia, 5. 
that described in Pla! 
O, Ὁ.) 

7. 6 dav, ‘to Ὁ 
cp. 9. δ 5, 8. dare 
_v Lever 
braves ad the deoarters 

c. 220 su 

8. μένον, aS Wai 
penos ; cp. c. 216. 

10. τὸν εἴλωτα is fairl 
not that there was one 
on the two invalids, 
Spartan at Thermopylai 
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ἤγωγε, tov μὲν [dyayovra] οἴχεσθαι φεύγοντα, τὸν δὲ 
ἐσπεσόντα ἐς τὸν ὅμιλον διαφθαρῆναι, ᾿Αριστόδημον δὲ 
λειποψυχέοντα λειφθῆναι. εἰ μέν νυν ἢ μοῦνον ᾿Αριστόδημον 
ἀλογήσαντα ἀπονοστῆσαι ἐς Σπάρτην, ἢ καὶ ὁμοῦ σφεων 
«ἀμφοτέρων τὴν κομιδὴν γενέσθαι, δοκέειν ἐμοί, οὐκ ἄν σφεις 
Σπαρτιήτας μῆνιν οὐδεμίαν προσθέσθαι" νυνὶ δὲ τοῦ μὲν 
αὐτῶν ἀπολομένου, τοῦ δὲ τῆς μὲν αὐτῆς ἐχομένου προφάσιος 
οὐκ ἐθελήσαντος δὲ ἀποθνήσκειν, ἀνωγκαίως σφι ἔχειν μηνῖσαι 
μεγάλως ᾿Αριστοδήμῳ. οἱ μέν νυν οὕτω σωθῆναι λέγουσι 233 


11 ἀγαγόντα del. van H., Stein’ 13 λιποψυχέοντα AB: λειπο- 
ψυχέοντα ceteri : φιλοψυχέοντα Valckenaer, van H. || ἢ Stein: ἦν a: om. β 


14 ἀλογήσαντα : ἀλγήσαντα CP(V)dz, Wesseling, Gaisford, Krueger, Baehr : 


‘neutrum placet’ van H. || ἐν σπάρτῃ S || σφεων AB: σφέων 15: 


ἐμοί om. B 


17 αὐτῶν om. Pz || ἀπολλομένου ἃ: ἀπολογομένου C 


σαντος α || μηνῖσαι Stein: μηνίσαι 


helot to serve him: cp. 8. 25 infra. 
‘* His helot,” Rawlinson. Such virtue is 
in the article. 

18. λυποψυχέοντα : the word in Thuc. 
4.12. 1 (of Brasidas!), Xenoph. Hist. 5. 
4. 68 (of Agesilaos!), Pausan. 4. 10. 3 
(of a brave Spartan, wounded in battle 
with the Messenians), always refers to 
physical exhaustion, 8 bodily faint: 

rote here renders it ‘‘ overpowered with 
physical suffering” (which is not quite 
its usual force). The alliteration Avr. 
ae βόλος (which Baehr thinks designed) 
is bad, but helps to explain a cor- 
ruptela. Valckenaer’s emendation (see 
App. Crit.) is also ald whe by Tyrtaios 
10. 7 μηδὲ φιλοψνυχεῖτ᾽ ἀνδράσι μαρνάμενοι. 

14. Τάλογήσαντα is rendered ‘‘in 
Sinnbethorung” and left by Stein, though 
manifestly corrupt; van Herwerden 
prints (Wesseling’s) conjecture ἀλγήσαντα 
without approving it. The word is used 
absolutely 8. 116, or with a suppressed 
object, πὴ supplied from the context, 
cp. 8. 46; here the construction would 
be harsh, and the word almost unmean- 
ing (for it can hardly mean ‘bereft of his 
senses ’). 

The argument puts two alternatives: 
(a) that the one survivor had been the 
only man disqualified or excused frem 
fighting ; (δ) that the two men excused 
from fighting had both returned together 
to Sparta: in either case there would 
have been no wrath in Sparta. μοῦνον 
ἀλογήσαντα, or whatever it represents, is 
plainly a predicate ; but the corruption 


16 προθέσθαι B || νῦν B, Krueger, Holder, van H. 


18 ov θελή- 


in the passage may extend beyond the 
single word. 

Ae κομιδήν : c. 170 supra, 8. 19, 108, 
9. 73. 

γενέσθαι, like ἀπονοστῆσαι, after 
εἰ, even in oratio obliqua, is rather 
startling, but not unparalleled. (Though 
there is no other instance in these Boo 
cases occur in 1. 129 εἰ. δεῖν, 2. 172 
el. . εἶναι, 3. 105 ef μὴ προλαμβάνειν, 
108 εἰ μὴ γίνεσθαι : op. Stein ad ἢ. 24.) 
The infinite δοκέειν is, of course, idio- 
matic; cp. Madvig, 8 168 ὃ, and προσ- 
θέσθαι quite ar. 

σφι is observable, but yet hardly 
*‘sachlich ungenau” (Stein), as the 
sentence is not merely hypothetical, but 
negative: ‘they would not have been 
(and they were not) angry with the two 
men (but only with Aristodemos).’ 
Perhaps σφῶιν (if Hdt. ever used it) 
might have been formally more exact. 

16. μῆνιν : here a purely human 
wrath ; yet not, perhaps, without a 
religious sanction. 

γυνί Stein maintains (against 
Dindorf), although it is the only instance 
of the ¢ δεικτικόν in Hadt. 

17. τῆς μὲν αὐτῆς ἐχομένου προφάσιος, 
‘having no better excuse than the other 
man to allege’ (cling to); cp. 6. 94 
ταύτης ἐχόμενος τῆς προφάσιος. 

18. : 86. τοῖσι ohn θά μήν τὴ 

μηνῖσαι : a poetical word (chiefly 
in Hom. and Soph. ἴ), cp. 5. 84, 9. 7. 

480. 1. of pav.. .. ot δέ: there 

was a variant, which was even more 
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᾿Αριστόδημον ἐς Σπάρτην καὶ διὰ πρόφασιν 
δὲ ἄγγελον πεμφθέντα ἐκ τοῦ στρατοπέδου, 
καταλαβεῖν τὴν μάχην γινομένην οὐκ ἐθελῆσαι, 
ομείναντα ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ περιγενέσθαι, τὸν δὲ συνάη 
231 ἀπικόμενον ἐς τὴν μάχην ἀποθανεῖν. ἀπονοστήσι 
ἐς Λακεδαίμονα ὁ ᾿Αριστόδημος εἶχε ὄνειδός Te 
πάσχων δὲ τοιάδε ἠτίμωτο' οὔτε οἱ πῦρ « 
Σπαρτιητέων οὔτε διελέγετο. ὄνειδος δὲ εἶχε 
432 ᾿Αριστόδημος καλεόμενος. ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν ἐν τῇ éi 


μάχη ἀνέλαβε πᾶσαν τὴν ἐπενειχθεῖσάν <ai> air 


230. 3 ἐν σπάρτῃ S 
<dév> add. Stein® 
Holder, van H. 
van H. 


4 τὴν μάχην καταλαβεῖν B 
2 ὁ om. BPs, Holder || ὄνειδός 
3 δὲ Stein?: re 
232. 1 τῆι éva: τῆσι B || πλαταίηισι a 


δ ᾿Αριστόδηι 


4 ἐπενειχθεῖσάν : ἐπενεχθεῖσαν ABCSV : ἐξενεχθεῖσαν Rd | 


severe on the memory of Aristodemos, 
not allowing him even the excuse (πρό- 
gacts) of sickness. Perhaps the Υ 
rather discredits this account, and 

dt. appears to give the other the 
reference. Moreover the object, or ob- 
jective, of the dyyeXly is not given ; 
there is more local colour and precision 


about the other story. ἐξοόν : cp. raped» 
6. 229. 
4. καταλαβεῖν, to ‘overtake,’ to 


arrive before the close of, the battle 
(γινομένην, predicative). But ‘which 
battle’? on which day? The former 
story clearly specifies the third day's 
fighting, and accounts for the action of 
Eurytos by the news of the advent of the 
Persians down Anopaia. A ‘messenger,’ 
or ‘envoy,’ at a crete distance from 
Thermopylai could hardly have known 
of the desperate nature of the situation. 

281. 2. εἶχε ὄνειδός τε καὶ & : 
he incurred the disgrace of (parti ) dis- 
franchisement, or excommunication. 

3. πάσχων δὲ τοιάδε , ‘his 
degradation took the following form’ 
(predicative participle). This appears to 
be the extreme form of ἀτιμία described 
by Xenoph. Rep. L. 9, and implied by 
Plutarch. Agestiaos 30. Where lar 
numbers of persons had incurred it, the 
penalty was occasionally remitted,'as in 
the case of the Sphakterian prisoners, 
Thucyd. 5. 34. 2, who were first deprived 
merely of the tus m and tus 
commercii, and subsequently completely 
restored. Cp. the case reported by 
Plutarch, Z.c. (Sparta could not afford 


to disfranchise many § 
to her miserable poli 
ition ; Rome neve 
Immense superiority 1 
superbly than when 
forth, after Cannae, non 
On the pluperfect cp. n 
Wave: αὔειν (Att. : 
kindle fire. Cicero, de 
illa communia, Non pr 
fluente, Pati ab igne » 
= velit, Consilium 1 
: quae sunt iis util 
danti non molesta.” 
common offices, or ber 
society that ol τρέσαντι 
excommunicated. 

4. ὁ τρέσας, ‘ the qual 
τρέμειν is found in use 
Plato and Demosthe 
tremble, and so to fear. 
write as though this dr 
to meet the case of Ar 
such a case never aria 
next c.) ios 10. 
ἀνδρῶν πᾶσ’ ἀπόλωλ᾽ ἀ 

488. 1. ἐν τῇ ἐν ΠΗ͂ 
forward, though not a 
ence; cp. 9.71. Hdt. 
with much sympathy. 

2. & : the met 
quite lucid. τὴν ἀρχ 
take up again,’ to rec 
power; τὴν ἀρχαίαν 
Mem. 8. 5. 14, are as ol 
Eth. N. 8. δ. 14=11 
λίθον ἔτ᾽ αὐτὸν su 
Again, Thuc, 6. 26. 2 ὁ 
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δὲ καὶ ἄλλον ἀποπεμφθέντα ἄγγελον ἐς Θεσσαλίην τῶν 
τριηκοσίων τούτων περιγενέσθαι, τῷ οὔνομα εἶναι ἸΠαντίτην " 
νοστήσαντα δὲ τοῦτον ἐς Σπάρτην, ὡς ἠτίμωτο, ἀπάγξασθαι. ς 


Οἱ δὲ Θηβαῖοι, τῶν ὁ Λεοντιάδης ἐστρατήγεε, τέως μὲν 233 


μετὰ τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἐόντες ἐμάχοντο ὑπ᾽ ἀναγκαίης ἐχόμενοι 
πρὸς τὴν βασιλέος στρατιήν" ὡς δὲ εἶδον κατυπέρτερα τῶν 
Περσέων γινόμενα τὰ πρήγματα, οὕτω δή, τῶν σὺν Λεωνίδῃ 
Ἑλλήνων ἐπειγομένων ἐπὶ τὸν κολωνόν, ἀποσχισθέντες τούτων ς 


4 παντίτηι Ο 
γινόμενα τῶν περσέων B 


πόλις ἑαυτὴν ἀπὸ τῆς νόσον κτλ. : Xenoph. 
Hell. 6. δ. 21 ἐκ γὰρ τῆς πρόσθεν ἀθυμίας 
ἐδόκει τι ἀνειληφέναι τὴν πόλιν κτλ, are 
simple enough, but do not help towards 
ἀναλαβεῖν τὴν αἰτίην. The way to this 
lies rather through two passages of Hadt., 
8. 109 ἀναμάχεσθαί τε καὶ ἀναλαμβάνειν 
τὴν προτέρην κακότητα, and 5. 121 τοῦτο 
τὸ τρῶμα ἀνέλαβόν τε καὶ ἀνεμαχέσαντο (οἱ 
Κᾶρες) ; so here, τὴν αἰτίην. The word 
seems che oe definite colour. 

: this envoy-story is in 80 
far better that ‘Thessaly’ ie amid as 
the (rather improbable!) bourne of the 
envoy, and there is no variant. 

4. Ilavrirys, however, looks painfully 
in his fate like a double of Othryades, 
the sole survivor of another three hundred 
from Sparta, 1. 82—save that Othryades 
had absolutely nothing to reproach him- 
self with. If Pantites means ‘the all- 
honourable man,’ his name but makes 
him look the more like a fable, or a 
broad hint (to Aristodemos). The trath 
of this story would rather conflict with 
the opinion expressed by Hat. in c. 229. 
The messenger motif had been developed 
with variations before the eo δ τμορλῥτνς 
by Plutarch, Aor. 866 (=de Μαζέρ. 82), 
could have been devised of the relatives, 
one of whom rejected the king’s friendly 
attempt to save him with the surly 
apophthegm: μαχατάς τοι οὐκ ἀγγελια- 
φόρος εἱἰπόμαν. But the other relative 
might have been Aristodemos. 

δ. ὡς ἠτίμωτο : the pluperfect would 
here have the strictly temporal force 
which it hardly has above in c. 231. 

438. 1. of δὲ Θηβαῖοι : Hdt. expresses 
no doubt, and reports no variant, of this 
story—which is nevertheless, as Plutarch 
(Mor. 866 p, E, 867 A=de Malig. 88) 
points out, manifestly absurd and in- 
credible. Plutarch’s arguments are not 


233. 2 ἐχόμενοι del. Cobet, van H. 3 
5 ἐπιγενομένων a 


all equally convincing, but those which 
arise from the admissions of Hdt. and 
the nature of the case are sufficiently 
strong, apart from the conflict of evidence 
as to matters of fact. They may be 
enumerated briefly: (i.) Leonidas would 
not have kept with him men suspected 
of medism or treachery at the supreme 
hour ; (ii.) he would have given them 
‘as hostages’ to the departing Greeks ; 
(iii.) he could not, with 300 men, 
have detained them, 400 strong, against 
their will; (iv.) their detention would 
have been inconsistent with his object, 
as reported by Hdt. (c. 220), to secure 
the glory for the Spartans alone; (v.) 
the battle-field was no place for such an 
appeal as that made the Thebans 
(weak !); (vi.) the Thebans would not 
have asked aan from the Thessalians, 
with whom they were at enmity, had 
just been at war (a question of evidence ! 
the ‘silence’ of Hdt. does not disprove 
Plutarch’s statement); (vii.) the stig- 
mata would have been an honour to the 
Thebans: the bodies of Leontiades and of 
Leonidas were alike despitefully used by 
Xerxes ; (viii. ) as a matter of fact, Leon- 
tiades was not the commander of the 
Thebans on this occasion. See below. 
τέως : demonstrative, ‘fora time.’ 
2. ὑπ᾽ ἀναγκαίης ἐχόμενοι : this asser- 
tion is manifest] 


8. ‘against’; c. 146. 

5. Drtuee the word chosen, pre- 
sumably, to include the Thespians. It 
suggests, at any rate, more than the 300 
Spartiatai. 

ἐπειγομένων ἐπὶ τὸν κολωνόν : the 
exact moment at which the Thebans 
separate themselves from ‘the Hellenes’ 
is marked. Leonidas is already dead 
(notwithstanding τῶν σὺν Λεωνίδῃ, but 
they had his y, which is hardly 
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χεῖράς τε προέτεινον καὶ ἤισαν ἄσσον τῶν BapBa 
τὸν ἀληθέστατον τῶν λόγων, ὡς καὶ μηδίξουσι 
καὶ ὕδωρ ἐν πρώτοισι ἔδοσαν βασιλέι, ὑπὸ | 
ἐχόμενοι ἐς Θερμοπύλας ἀπικοίατο καὶ ἀναίτι 


’ δι ’ 
τοτρώματος τοῦ γεγονότος βασιλέι. 


ὥστε ταῦ 


περιογίνοντο" εἶχον γὰρ καὶ Θεσσαλοὺς τούτων 


μάρτυρας. 


οὐ μέντοι τά γε πάντα εὐτύχησε 


αὐτοὺς ἔλαβον οἱ βάρβαροι ἐλθόντας, τοὺς μὲ 
ἀπέκτειναν προσιόντας, τοὺς δὲ πλεῦνας αὐτῶν 
15 Ξέρξεω ἔστιζον στίγματα βασιλήια, ἀρξάμενο 


8 ἔδοσαν av Reiske 
BPz 
ὥς τε Bekker 


τούτων B, Holder: τούτων del. van H. 


what Hdt. means), and word has been 
brought to the officer who succeeded 
him in command that rods σὺν "ExdAry 
ἥκειν (the m cannot have been 
exactly in that form!), c. 225. The 
‘schism’ among the Greeks is a part, or 
might be, of the érepolwois τοῦ velxeos 
there reported ; but was it any part of 
the r ae of Thermopylai, any 
part of the Spartan tradition? οἱ 
ἄλλοι πλὴν Θηβαίων looks there as if it 
had come in to pave the way for this 
appendix. 

ἀποσχισθέντες τούτων : strictly 
speaking, it would seem, on Hdt’s. own 
showing, that it is the retirement of 
‘those with Leonidas’ which causes the 
material ‘schism’; then the Thebans 
move forward in suppliant guise. ἄσσον 
is a noticeable word ; itself a compara- 
tive (ἄγχι), and used as such in the 
Iliad, it receives in the Odyssey a new 
comparative ἀσσοτέρω, 17. 572, 19. 506. 

6. λέγοντες τὸν ἀληθέστατον τῶν 
λόγων : cp. c. 104 supra, ‘the truest of 
true speeches’ or ‘statements ’—a very 
suspicious formula in this connexion. 

8. ἐν πρώτοισι ἔδοσαν, ‘had been 
among the first to give’; cp. 6. 182 
supra. The Thebans as a matter of fact 
probably surrendered after Thermopylai. 

ὑπὸ δὲ ἀναγκαίης ἐχόμενοι : cp. 
Just above, where Herodotus has borrowed 
the phrase, as it is so true! What was 
sauce for the goose was to be sauce for 
the gander: necessity is a sound plea 
or king or for council (cp. μὴ ἀναγ- 
κασθέντες c. 132 supra). 

9. τοῦ τρώματος: a definite, a serious, 


9 ἐχόμενοι del. Cobet, van Ε 
10 γεγονότος βασιλεῖ. ὥστε a: γεγονότος" B 
11 περιεγένοντο 8, Plutarch. Mor. 86ι 


15 ἔστιξαν Pl 


but not necessarily a fi 
(Marathon); cp. 8. 6€ 
been fighting on botl 
second days the plura 
have been used. 

10. ὥστε, ‘and so... 


that not long before (& 
salians had 


n lords 
to Thespiai, and that t 
expelled them after a 


the Thessalian ( )> 
μύας, had been killed ; 
very ancient history ! 
12. ὡς . . προσι 
naturally makes the mo 


speechifying, slaying, a 
the Spartans, 


e cali rae ian 
(possibly ‘interpreting’ 


hurry and scurry of tt 
once: a cumulation of i 
15. ἔστιζον στίγματι 
slaves, cp. στιγματίας͵ 
ἐστιγμένος, Aristoph. Ba: 
here talks of ‘tattooin; 
‘branding,’ both referri 
Galatians 6. 17) which 
not approve either meth 
35 no doubt the στίγμι 
by the process of tattoo 
case of slaves, and suc 
punishment, ‘ branding 
rocess; cp. c. 18 su 
randing is to end in | 
Samian ‘stigma’ on 
penoners (Plutarch, Per 
yracusan (Nikias 29 
parallels. What was tl 
‘stigma’? Not the 
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χρόνῳ 


μετέπειτα ἐφόνευσαν Πλαταιέες στρατηγήσαντα ἀνδρῶν Θηβαίων 


τετρακοσίων καὶ σχόντα τὸ ἄστυ τὸ Πλαταιέων. 


Οἱ μὲν δὴ περὶ Θερμοπύλας “EdAnves οὕτω ἠγωνίσαντο, 234 
Δημάρητον εἰρώτα ἀρξάμενος ἐνθένδε. 


Ἐέρξης δὲ καλέσας 
“Δημάρητε, ἀνὴρ εἷς ἀγαθός. 


ὅσα γὰρ εἶπας, ἅπαντα ἀπέβη οὕτω. 


τεκμαίρομαι δὲ τῇ ἀληθείῃ" 
νῦν δέ μοι εἶπέ, κόσοι 


τινὲς εἰσὶ of λοιποὶ Λακεδαιμόνιοι, καὶ τούτων ὁκόσοι τοιοῦτοι 5 


τὰ πολέμια, εἴτε καὶ ἅπαντες." 


18 ἄστυ τῶν d 


5 δὲ: γὰρ d ἢ ἀληθηΐῃ » 
Β || κόσοι Cobet 


Plutarch says that Hdt. was the frst 
historian to record the branding of the 
Thebans: a remarkable observation, not 
as discrediting Hdt., but as suggesting 
a more or less copious literature on the 
Persian war of older date than the work 
of Hdt. Cp. Introduction, ὃ 10. ᾿ 
ι ἀπό, ‘ beginning from,’ 
or, as we should say, ‘with’; cp. 8. 12 
ἀπὸ παιδίων dpt. 
16. τοῦ. τὸ Πλαταιέων. This sen- 
tence at least cannot date before the 
ear 431 Β.0., and, if from Hdt.’s own 
and, may have been inserted by him 
among the batch of final revisions of the 
work. This observation does not, how- 
ever, of necessity extend to the whole 
anecdote, the whole chapter. Even if 
the source of the scandal against the 
Thebans is an Athenian or atticizi 
(e.g. Plataian) one, there was plenty o 
bad blood all along, and there were even 
special occasions, during the Pentekon- 
taéteris, to account for the story of the 
Theban conduct at Thermopylai, with- 
out supposing that the whole story dates 
after the surprise of Plataiai in 481 B.c. 
by Eurymachos, son of Leontiades. 
Plutarch indeed (2...) asserta that the 
commander of the Thebans at Thermo- 
pylai was not Leontiades at all, but 
Anaxandros; and as he quotes the 
authority of Aristophanes (of Boiotia) 
and Nikandros of Kolophon for the fact, 
it cannot be easily discredited ; but the 
insertions in Hdt. might easily extend 
to the name of Leontiades in this 
chapter, and in c. 205 su It is 
more certain that Eurymachos, son of 
Leontiades, commanded the Thebans at 
Plataiai in 431 B.o. (Thucyd. 2. 2. 8), 
than that Leontiades, son of arymachon 


234. 1 οὕτως ἠγωνίζοντο B 
4 ὅσα: ws Cobet || εἶπες B 


ὃ δ᾽ εἶπε “ὦ βασιλεῦ, 


2 ἠρώτα CPz 


5 εἰσὶν 


commanded the Thebans at Thermopylai 
in ΤῊΝ aie τ; ( 

17. στρα ντα. ὁ tense (equi- 
valent to a pluperfect) because his death 
has been before mentioned. Thucyd. 2. 
2. 8 and 2. 5. 7 does not him 
στρατηγός (e.g. Εὐρύμαχος els αὐτῶν ἦν, 
πρὸς ὃν ἔπραξαν οἱ προδιδόντε:). 

18. τετρακοσίων : a coincidence, and 
& suspicious one, for Thucyd. 2. 2. 1 
gives Θηβαίων ἄνδρες Sr πλείους 
T (of whom 180 fell into the 
hands of the Plataians and were put to 
death, 2. 5. 7). 

σχόντα τὸ ἄστν : cp. c. 164 su 

(ἔσχε. It is very doubtful whether 
Plataiai in 481 ΒΟ. had anything which 
could be called an Akropolis; the 
Thebans piled their arms in the Agora 
(Thuc. 2. 2. 4), and there is nothing 
said of a citadel, either there or in the 
story of the siege 429-427 B.o. 

234. 2. A : third entrance 
of Demaratos, and scene with Xerxes 
(cp. cc. 101-4 and 209—not reckoning 
the notice in c. 3, which hardly belongs 
to the actual story of the war). This is 
the last of three great scenes, or dialogues, 
with Xerxes, Artemisia taking the place 
of the Spartan in Bk. 8 mutatis mutandis, 
even as he has supplanted Artabanos. 
(But cp. farther c. 289 infra, and 8. 66.) 

8. τῇ ἀλ , ‘by the course of 
events’ (not ‘by the truth of your 
statements’). Facts have verified the 
Spartan’s predictions, and Xerxes is pre- 

to trust him as an ἀνὴρ ἀγαθος. 

o doubt his truthfulness was the virtue 
primarily illustrated ; cp. c. 101. 

4. ἀπέβη οὕτω, ‘ went off accordingly,’ 
have occurred, just as you predicted. 
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πλῆθος μὲν πολλὸν πάντων τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων 


πολλαί: τὸ δὲ θέλεις ἐκμαθεῖν, εἰδήσεις. 


ὄστι ἐν ’ 


pov. Σπάρτη πόλιες ἀνδρῶν ὀκτακισχιλίων μάλεστι 


πολλὸν om. ἃ : post Λακεδαιμονίων locat z || πόλις ς 


et reliqui 9 μάλιστά κῃ 
καὶ οὗτοι codd., Stein! 3, Holder 


7. πόλιες πολλαί: referring to the 
* Perioikoi’ who are included in Aaxeda- 
μόνιοι (if not the Helots to boot), and 
contrasted with Σπάρτη. Strabo 362 

ives 80 as the number for his own 

y, and the conventional 100 for 
antiquity: ἔξω γὰρ τῆς Σπάρτης al Nawal 
πολίχναι τινές εἶσι περὶ τ 
ἀριθμόν" τὸ δὲ παλαιὸν ἑκατόμπολί» φασιν 
αὐτὴν καλεῖσθαι. Very few townships in 
Lakonia proper attain to historical re- 
nown, or even mention. Pausanias 3. 
21. 6 gives a list of eighteen free states 
for his own time, and mentions that the 
Eleutherolakones had numbered twenty- 
four πόλεις (in the time of δ κε πος: 
other towns were subject to Sparta. 
(Stein mentions that the number of 
known names is about sixty ; Clinton, 
Fasti Hell, ii.? (1841) pp. 491 ff, actually 
gives them all. 

8. ἐν τῇ «δαίμονι : sc. χώρᾳ. 
Λακεδαίμων is an adjective; cp. 6. 56 
and c. 220 supra (perhaps meaning 
originally ‘hollow,’ κοῖλος, the vale, of 
EKurotas ; cp. L. ἃ 8. sud v.). 

ernie 4 πόλις. ‘Sparta,’ ope 
standi the accent, must origin 
have meant ‘the sown-land,’ the sit 
cultivated portion of the Eurotas valley, 
where the city iteelf was situate. Sparta 
was never ‘a fenced city’; being still, 
even in Thucydides’ day, οὔτε ξυνοικι- 
σθείσης πόλεως οὔτε ἱεροῖς καὶ κατασκευαῖς 
πολυτελέσι χρησαμένης, κατὰ κώμας δὲ τῷ 
παλαιῷ τῆς Ελλάδος τρόπῳ οἰκισθείσης (1. 
10. 2): eminently then a πόλις ἀνδρῶν---- 
for ‘ stone walls do not a—city—make’ ; 
but the ἄνδρες ἐνοικοῦντες ἔσω, as Sparta 
saab tg l witnessed, and the best 

reeks themselves saw ; cp. 8.61.7 inj/ra. 

ἀνδρῶν rtrd 3 lov μάλιστα. 
The figure 8000 is obviously a round 
number. It represents here the total 
sum of adult citizens for 480 no. It 
may represent Hdt.’s estimate for his 
own time; cp. 5. 97. It accords with 
the army-list for Plataiai, to which 
Sparta furnishes 5000 citizen-soldiers 
(cp. 9. 10, 28) on the assumption that 
the levy πανδημί is to be reckoned at 


ovra, τὸν. 


- οὗτοι Schaefer, van H., Ste 


two-thirds (Thuc. 2. 10. 
thereimpliesa total of 750 


ooh, li 
lenged this figure, end 1 
lief in a material reducti 
number of Spartan citiz 
fifth and fourth centur 
2500-3000 as a constant n 
Spartiate militia; he tl 
8 s at Plataiai inc 
oikoi; he regards all hig! 
Hoar lnimieds the sup 
in the number of citizens 
itself an exaggerated inf 
growth of the class of Spa 
(ὑπομείονε:) by transfers f 
‘Peers’ (ὅμοιοι). Thus, 
treme case, he sees the 
700 Spartans of Plutarch, . 
Plutarch adds καὶ τούτ 
ἦσαν ol γῆν κεκτημένοι καὶ 
a Spartiate be a ‘ Peer’ 1 
ing ἃ κλῆρος ἴ 

loch’s analysis of t. 
Peloponnesian war and 
periods is illuminative ; b 
of the S totals to ὁ 
his denials of any serio 
the number during the : 
centuries, are not convin 
express text which supp: 
tion is Isokrates, Panat 
where the rhetor reduc 
militia of Sparta to 200 
torical purposes: the pa 
implies a larger figure | 
own day. 

The following conside 
verse to Beloch’s theory : 

(i.) The strong tradi 
figures, in Herodotus, Ari 

(a) Would Hdt. have 
citizen soldiers to Sparta 
was from three to four t 
The Spartans may have 
in warfare as the Japanes 
world could hardly hav 
grossly as to acquiesce i 
mate. Nor is Demarat 
‘ pulling the king’s leg’ 
to make sport for Hdt.’ 
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πάντες εἰσὶ ὅμοιοι τοῖσι ἐνθάδε μαχεσαμένοισι'" of ye μὲν το 
ἄλλοι Λακεδαιμόνιοε τούτοισι μὲν οὐκ ὅμοιοι, ἀγαθοὶ δέ." 
εἶπε πρὸς ταῦτα Ἐξέρξης “ Δημάρητε, τέῳ τρόπῳ ἀπονητότατα 
τῶν ἀνδρῶν τούτων ἐπικρατήσομεν ; ἴθι ἐξηγέο' σὺ γὰρ ἔχεις 
αὐτῶν τὰς διεξόδους τῶν βουλευμάτων οἷα βασιλεὺς γενόμενος. 
ὃ δ᾽ ἀμείβετο “ὦ βασιλεῦ, εἰ μὲν δὴ συμβουλεύεαί μοι 235 
προθύμως, δίκαιόν με σοί ἐστι φράζειν τὸ ἄριστον" εἰ τῆς 
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10 ὁμοῖοι ΟΡάς || γε μὲν : γε μὴν R 
235. 1 δὲ εἶπεν B || συμβουλεύσεαί A! 


ἐπικρατήσωμεν Β 
σοι 5 3 ἀποστείλας Cd 


Plataian army-list would refute that 


estion. 

B) Aristotle, Pol. 2. 9. 16=1270 4, re- 
cords a tradition that the Spartans had 
once numbered 10,000. The figure is 
obviously conventional, but it is not 
irrational, and it stands quite out of 
relation to 2000-3000. 

(c) Plutarch’s 9000 (Lyk. 8) no doubt 
represents a theory in the days of Agis 
iv. (cp. Grote, i, 314), but a theory 
may be good or bad. As the number of 
κλῆροι in a Lykourgean land-assignation 
the figure is no doubt unhistoric ; asa 
regulative maximum for Sparta’s citizens 
it may deserve more respect. Beloch 
admits that Agis and Kleomenes III. 
raised the number of citizens to 4500, 
some 1500 above his own normal maxi- 
mum for the fifth and fourth centuries. 
Sparta never had so many citizens as in 
the decadence ! 

(ii.) The position achieved by Sparta 
in Lakonia, in Peloponnese, in Hellas, 
coupled with her political constitution 
which restricted the franchise to the 
Spartiatai, would be inexplicable on the 
supposition that the privileged few 
numbered only some 3000 men. 

(iii.) The evidence for a great and 

wing reduction in the numbers of 
Soe citizens cannot be explained as 
merely the reflexion of the relative and 
changing numbers of ‘ Peers’ and ‘In- 
feriors,’ both alike accounted Spartan 
citizens. Moreover, the losses experi- 
enced in the fifth and fourth centuries 
(notably by the earthquake and Helot 
rising in 464 B.c., and by the emancipa- 
tion of Messenia in 370 B.c.) go far to 
explain a reduction in the actual numbers 
of Spartiates, to say nothing of natural 
decline in a close aristocracy, never rein- 
forced or recruited ab extra. 


τριηκοσίας 


ἀποστείλειας ἐπὶ τὴν 


12 ἀπονητοτάτω B 13 
2 ἔστί 


It is unnecessary here to discuss the 
cognate question concerning the whole 
census for Lakonia, the figures for which 
must in large part be inferred from the 
total for the citizen body: enough if 
reason has been shown for a pause and 
further retractation of the whole evi- 
dences available, before discarding the 
Herodotean figures for the Herodotean 
pasion Aristotle's verdict that the 

d could have supported 1500 cavalry 
and 80,000 hoplites (Pol. 2. 9. 16= 
1270 a) should be carefully considered. 

10. ὅμοιοι, possibly used with a sug- 
gestion of its technical force at Sparta ; 
cp. preceding note. 

13. Exes, ‘hast hold of’; cp. ἔχειν ΞΞ 
γνῶναι 6. 52 (Stein). 

14. τὰς ὃ 


τῶν ΡΟ ταν 
‘ the ins and outs of their plans’ (Blakes- 
ley); cp. 8. 166. 

285. 1. + προθύμω!: 
the force of the middle voles is here 
observable; cp. 8. 102 συνεβουλεύετο. 
The adverb seems to mean ‘in earnest.’ 
One would rather expect the προθυμία to 
be predicated of Demaratos, but it might 
come to much the same, and the king 
had previously turned his advice to 
ridicule, c. 105. 

2, εἰ κτλ. seems to be a protasis pen- 
dens; but an apodosis is not far to seek. 
Baehr, indeed, suggests that it should 
have come instead of ἐκ ταύτης τῆς νήσου 


better, be reckoned to the rotasis, and 
a of the hypothesis. e real apo- 
osis has been already implied: sc. τὸ 


ἄριστον ay εἴη. 
6. 5 supra. 

3. τριηκοσίαϑ: probably a third, or 
at any rate a quarter, of the whole fleet ; 
cp. c. 89. ut Demaratos takes no 


Cp. for a similar case 
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Λάκαιναν χώρην. 


HPOAOTOY 
ἔστι δὲ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῇ νῆσος ἐπιι 


ςοὔνομα ἐστὶ Κύθηρα, τὴν Χίλων ἀνὴρ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν 
γενόμενος κέρδος μέζον «ἂν» ἔφη εἶναι Σπαρτιή 





4 λάκαιναν a: λακεδαίμονα B: λάκαιναν χώρην, ἔστι [ὃ 


κειμένη 8 
Cd || ἂν add. Stein? 


account of the losses off Sepias and 
Euboia, or in the fighting at Artemision ! 

4, Λάκαιναν : simply the feminine 
adjective of Λάκων, and still nearer the 
proper stem than Aaxedaiuwe above, 
an med appropriate in Demaratos’ 
“Ὁ, KéOnpa: se. τὰ (modern Cerigo) 

5. : 80. modern Cerigo), 
the island off Malea, cp. 1. 82 ἡ Κυθηρίη 
ynoos: in 1.105 as here. The older name 
ΠΟορφύρουσσα (διὰ τὸ κάλλος Td παρὰ τῶν 
πορφυρῶν, ὡς ᾿Αριστοτέλης, Steph. B. sub 
υ.) ἴδ its chief commercial value ; 
the epithet of Aphrodite, Κυθέρεια, its 
religious interest, cp. 1. 105; while in 
this place its strategic importance is 
main aN view, cp. Thuc. 4. 53. 

ἴλων : in 1. 59 there is a Chilon 
of Lakedaimon, contem with 
Hippokrates the father of Peisistratos 
(about contemporary, that might be, 
with Solon and other sages), who gives 
some advice to the Athenian, which is 
not taken. In 6.65 there is a Chilon 
son of Demarmenos, whose daughter, 
Perkalos, is wife to Demaratos. The 
contemporary of Solon cannot be the 
father-in-law of Demaratos ; perhaps the 
two Chilons were grandfather and grand- 
son ; but which was the sage? Probably 
the elder. 

6. ἔφη. The observation of Chilon 
obviously means that Kythera, from the 
opportunity it offered to an aan an a 
clally a maritime power) as a of 
operations against Lakonia, was more of 
a curse than a blessing to ‘mesogaian’ 
Sparta. Was this strategic observation 
as old as the days of Solon, or as young 
as the Archidamian war, and moreover 
the eighth year thereof (424 B.c.)? 
Stein, without venturing to date the 
composition of this e as late as 
424, argues that the comparison of this 
place with Thucydides, 4. 52 ff., appears 
to prove that the notion of occupying 
Kythera had been current since the 
beginning of the war (431 B.c.), 1.6. he 
appears to think that this passage was 
written after the outbreak of the Archi- 
damian war in the light of an idea first 


5 ὄνομα van H. || χείλων a 6 μέζων 


started in or about 431 B.c. 
1. 27. 5 aaah a comple 
record of the occupation < 
Tolmides, on his t Pe 
is also recorded, without ἢ 
Thue. 1. 108. 5, though hi 
burning of Gytheion. ΤΊ 
exploit is 456-455; cp. Bu 
iii, 1. 825 f. This earlie 
inception of the idea suits 
rational view of the com 
history, and especially of t 
of his sources, as here t 
source, than Stein’s indic 
the perception of the strai 
Kythera only as old as 
the exploit of the Pentek 
res here, in the first 
virtual criticism on a pro 
shortcoming in the Persia: 
peign ; it is repeated st 
k. 9. 9 as the sagacious 
of Chilon the Spartiate bu! 
Tegeate ! and referred not 
fleet in 480 B.c. but to 
fleet in 479 B.c. There w 
least at that time who wil 
stood perfectly the best 
against the Peloponnesos, 
stokles ; and the veiled ΟἹ 
as here, might safely be c 
the great Athenian. T 
would at least safeguard t 
part of Hdt.’s original cor 
of his work (cp. Introduc' 
is it even necessary to sto 
use of such islands gen 
Kythera in particular, 
understood in the Peloy 
ages before the Persian w: 
Kythera itself had been 8 
tention (cp. 1. 82). Iti 
appropriate for Demarato: 
the obvious advantages < 
Xerxes, but we may be 88] 
moderation in fathering 1 
even the elder Chilon ; it 
to the days of the Phoen 
of Minos (to whom mig] 
the introduction of the A 
is not the Snake-goddess « 
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τῆς θαλάσσης καταδεδυκέναι μᾶλλον ἢ ὑπερέχειν, αἰεί τι 
προσδοκῶν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς τοιοῦτο ἔσεσθαι οἷόν τοι ἐγὼ ἐξηγέομαι, 
οὔτι τὸν σὸν στόλον προειδώς, ἀλλὰ πάντα ὁμοίως φοβεόμενος 
ἀνδρῶν στόλον. ἐκ ταύτης τῆς νήσου ὁρμώμενοι «οἱ σοὶ» το 
φοβεόντων τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους. παροίκου δὲ πολέμου σφι 
ἐόντος [οἰκηίου], οὐδὲν δεινοὺ ὄσονταί ros μὴ τῆς ἄλλης 
Ἑλλάδος ἁλισκομένης ὑπὸ τοῦ πεζοῦ βοηθέωσι ταύτῃ. κατα- 
δουλωθείσης δὲ τῆς ἄλλης Ἑλλάδος ἀσθενὲς ἤδη τὸ Λακωνικὸν 
μοῦνον λείπεται, ἢν δὲ ταῦτα μὴ ποιέῃς, τάδε τοι προσδόκα 15 
ἔσεσθαι. ἔστι τῆς Πελοποννήσου ἰσθμὸς στεινός" ἐν τούτῳ 
τῷ χώρῳ πάντων Πελοποννησίων συνομοσάντων ἐπὶ σοὶ μάχας 
ἰσχυροτέρας ἄλλας τῶν γενομενέων προσδέκεο ὄσεσθαί τοι. 
ἐκεῖνο δὲ ποιήσαντι ἀμαχητὶ ὅ τε ἰσθμὸς οὗτος καὶ αἱ πόλιες 
προσχωρήσουσι.᾽" 20 


Λέγει μετὰ τοῦτον ᾿Αχαιμένης, ἀδελφεός τε ἐὼν ἘΞέρξεω 236 


235-236 


8 τοιοῦτον B || τοι: τι B 10 ἐκ ταύτης ὦν Bz, Holder, van H. || 
ὁρμεώμενοι Cdz: ὁρμεόμενοι P, Stein!, van H. || of σοὶ coni. Stein*, add. 


Stein® 11 φοβεόντων : φερόντων B 12 οἰκηίον Stein: ‘ex 
margine vid. irrepsisse,’ Kallenberg || exorai ΑἸΒΙ 14 ἑλάδος a || 
ἤδη: δὴ B 15 λείπεται : γίνεται B || ποιῇς codd. 16 πελο- 
πονήσου Rd 17 τῷ χώρῳ del. van H. || πελοπονησίων Rd 18 


γενομενέων Stein: γενομένων || τοι om. S 19 πόλιες : πόλεις B: 


πόλις α 20 προχωρήσουσι R 


A. J. Evans, Annual of B.S.A. ix. ΒΡ: 
75 ff.) the Ouranian Aphrodite? Cp. 
note |. 5 supra). 

11. παροίκον δὲ . It was an 
obvious rule of Spartan policy, enforced 
by the miserable domestic situation, 
with helots ever ready to revolt, Argos 
ever plotting to recover the lost hege- 
mony, allies constantly striving to push 
their local interests irrespective of Sparta’s 
dignity, that war and trouble ‘at home’ 
kept Lakedaimonianswithin the Isthmos. 
They could not help Kroisos or Ionia 
in 547 B.c.; they could not help the 
revolted Ionians in 498 B.c. by reason of 
that ; they had to acquiesce afterwards 
in the growth of the power of Athens, 
because they were πολέμοις οἰκείοις ἐξειρ- 
γόμενοι, Thuc. 1. 118. 2. This was no 
ok arcanum of Spartan policy and 

istory, which Demaratos divulges to 
Xerxes, but a glimpse of the facts 
obvious to Greek publicists. 

13. καταδον . . λείπεται: 
this observation, put into the mouth of 
Demaratos, contains the clue to the 
policy and action of Sparta in the Persian 


war ; Sparta could not afford in her own 
interest to allow all Greece outside the 
Isthmos, and Attica especially, to be 
conquered and incorporated in the Per- 
sian empire (as Makedon and Thrace 
had been for a generation). The isolation 
of the Peloponnesos was an impossibility 
in view of the naval power of the Persians, 
or, after that was destroyed, of Athens 
—if Athens ‘ medized.’ 

14, ἀσθενὲς... μοῦνον is redundant, and 
the redundancy is heightened by λείπεται. 

16. lon... σταινός : how com- 
pletely ‘dramatic’ the conversation is, 
this sentence shows; the information 
is addressed to Xerxes, not to Hdt.’s 
audience or readers. 

17. πάντων II olev: Dema- 
ratos might seem to have forgotten Argos ; 
but Πελοποννήσιοι is ἐς μὰ τ used for 
δε allies of Sparta (ο. g. by Tavoy dice) 
and Demaratos perhaps is ing the 
language of the Pentekontadteris Sn 9. 
26 the Arkadian orator carries the unity 
of the Peloponnese back into heroic times. 

386. 1. *“Ayxatpéyns: though here 
described he has been introduced before, 
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καὶ τοῦ ναυτικοῦ στρατοῦ στρατηγός, παρατυχών τε 1 
καὶ δείσας μὴ ἀναγνωσθῇ Ξέρξης ποιέειν ταῦτα, “ὦ | 
ὁρῶ σε ἀνδρὸς ἐνδεκόμενον λόγους ὃς φθονέει τοι εὖ πὶ 


5% καὶ προδιδοῖ πρήγματα τὰ ad. 
τοιούτοισε χρεώμενοι “Ἕλληνες χαίρουσι" 


καὶ τὸ 


φθονέουσι 


κρέσσον στυγέουσι. εἰ 


καὶ γὰρ δὴ καὶ - 
τοῦ TE ¢ 


δ᾽ & 


a 4 
παρεούσῃσι τύχησι, TOY νέες νενανηγήκασι τετρακόσια 


4 φὰ 
ἐκ τοῦ στρατοπέδου 


236. 4 ὁρέω β, Stein! 
van H. 7 d€a 


τριηκοσίας 


5 τὰ πρήγματα B 
8 τῶν: τῷ Valckenaer, Holder: ἐκ 7 


ἀποπέμψεις πε 


6 χρει 


ὑπ᾿ ὧν Stein’: τῇσί τοι νέες vel τῇσι τῶν νεῶν Stein® 


πλώειν 2, van H. 


and that twice: c. 7 ᾿Αχαιμένεϊ ἀδελφεῷ 
μὲν ἑωυτοῦ, Δαρείου δὲ παιδί (Αἴγυπτον 
ἐπιτράπει Ἐ4), and c. 97 ᾿Αχαιμένης ὁ 
Δαρείου" Αἰγυπτίων δὲ ἐστρατήγεε ᾿Αχαι- 
μένης Ξέρξεω ἐὼν ἀπ᾽ ἀμφοτέρων ἀδελφεός. 
If there is any name in the Achaimenid 
family that might have been trusted to 
stick in the reader’s or listener’s memory 
surely it was Achaimenes. These re- 
peated introductions in a written work 
suggest, not so much a provision for 
sectional readings aloud, as a close, and to 
some extent absent-minded, fidelity to 
various sources, for oc ριεύϑαπαι: 
or a composition subject to re 
revision, yet not quite fally serine. | Cp. 
Introduction, § 9. 

2. παρατυχών τε τῷ λόγῳ: was it a 
casual conversation, and not rather a 
council of war! After Artemision- 
Thermopylai the king will have had to 
consider further plans. The conversa- 
tion here proceeds in complete oblivion 
of the naval engagements. 

ὅδ. τ wt τοιούτοισι μενοι. 
Hdt. takes the opportunity of read- 
ing his compatriots a lesson on one of 
their worst vices, φθόνος. Put into the 
᾿ mouth of Achaimenes as a criticism 
of Demaratos and his (supposed) plan, 
which was thoroughly sound, the remarks 
on φθόνος are neither logically nor 
psychologically acceptable. The result 
is to stultify Achaimenes. But the 
remarks in themselves are so painfully 
true, the formula below (c. 237 ὅτι 
πολιήτης κτλ.) is so just, that Hut.’s 
intention can hardly have been to stultify 
Achaimenes. It is perhaps out of the 
abundance of his own heart, and the 
bitterness of his own experience, that 
Hdt. here speaks in the person of 


Achaimenes. Strange, that 
clear perception of the vic 
envy as practised on earth, 
have andy gs it pious and et 
transferred to heaven, and 1 


of the divine nature! Cp.c 
Introduction, § 11. 
8. veva κασι T όσ 


menes remembers the loss of 
recorded abovec. 190, as ' 
estimate’; but he has fo 
ignores, the loss of 200, rec 
18, though it has taken pli 
forty-eight hours before the 
conversation, and he equally 
losses in the three days’ ns 
ments (8. 11, 12, 14 ff.), ΄ 
preceded this conversation, 
own showing. Either the ι 
is quite imaginary, or it i 
It is certainly in part imagi 
is probably, as presented, a 
the fundamental principle l: 
Achaimenes, that the fleet a 
forces must advance pari pa 
rightly associated with his 
certainly represents the Per 
campaign as pursued and 
from Doriskos to Salamis. 
in the suite of Xerxes, an 
the European Greeks, an 
perhaps Demaratos, may ha 
this plan adversely, especia 
relative success of the Gr 
Artemision; and may hav 
raiding the Peloponnesos. 
advice was given rather | 
than in Trachis ; cp. 8. 67 ἢ 

9. ἐκ τοῦ στρατοπέδου 
ναυτικοῦ στρατοῦ. 

τριηκοσίας seems an | 

large number for a mere Pe 
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Πελοπόννησον, ἀξιόμαχοι γίνονται οἱ ἀντίπαλοι" ἁλὴς δὲ ἐὼν το 
ὁ ναυτικὸς στρατὸς δυσμεταχείριστός τε αὐτοῖσι γίνεται, καὶ 
ἀρχὴν οὐκ ἀξιόμαχοι ἔσονται, καὶ πᾶς ὁ ναυτικὸς τῷ πεζῷ 
ἀρήξει καὶ ὁ πεζὸς τῷ ναυτικῷ, ὁμοῦ πορευόμενος" εἰ δὲ δια- 
4 4 lA 4 a 
σπάσεις, οὔτε od ἔσεαι ἐκείνοισι χρήσιμος οὔτε ἐκεῖνοι σοί. τὰ 
δι 4 2 , ay 3 
σεωυτοῦ δὲ τιθέμενον εὖ γνώμην ἔχω τὰ τῶν ἀντιπολέμων μὴ 
ἐπιλέγεσθαι πρήγματα, τῇ τε στήσονται τὸν πόλεμον τά τε 
ποιήσουσι ὅσοι τε πλῆθος εἰσί. 


ἱκανοὶ γὰρ ἐκεῖνοί γε αὐτοὶ 


10 πελοπόνησον Rd || ἀξιόμαχοι τοι (bis) β, Stein!? || γίνονται B 


14 ἔσεαι κείνοισι CPs: ἐκείνοισιν ἔσεαι B (ἐκείνοισε V) 


Stein : τιθέμενος || ἔχων PRV: ἔχε 8, Wesseling, van H. 


χεσθαι B 


real answer to the proposal at this ohn ὰ 
would have been that these vessels would 
encounter the unbroken Greek fleet, on 
ita retreat from Artemision, now rendered 
inevitable by the fall of Thermopylai, 
even if it 1s not yet known in the 
Persian camp to have taken place 
already! Not ing shows more completely, 
not merely the independence of Hdt.’s 
sources for his various λόγοι, but his 
failure to relate the stories of Thermopylai 
and Artemision to one another, than 
his presentation of this discussion, in 
this form, at this crisis. 

περιπλέειν Πελοπόννησον. They 
are a long way from the Peloponnesos ; 
they, have just annihilated Leonidas and 
his men in Thermopylai, and all central 
Greece is at their feet: this plan, to 
have any sense at all at this point, must 
be regarded as ἃ device to break up the 
Greek fleet ; for that pu ἃ mise En 
scéne nearer Salamis would have more 
verisimilitude: Demaratos has not pro- 
μενα ἃ περίπλους but the seizure of 

ythera (an ἐπίπλου). 

12. ἀρχὴν οὐκ 
These words are an absurdity placed here 
immediately after the fall of ony 
i.e. immediately after the three days’ 
fighting off Artemision. They are dated 
either too late, or more probably too 
soon, and would be more appropriate on 
the eve of the gion of ae oa an 
argument against breaking up the fleet 
at Phaleron. ἀρχήν, ‘originally, in the 
first instance, at all,’ mi a suit a date 
before any fighting had taken place, 
which indeed appears to be Hdt.’s self- 
contradictory assumption in this passage. 
Thus ἀρήξει might as well have been per- 
fect as future, in the light of the facts. 


χοι ἔσονται. 


15 τιθέμενον 
16 ἐπιδέ- 


16. μην ἔχω: the opinion, or 
proposal, maintained by Achaimenes is a 
ἀρὴν absurdity, only suited to war- 
are as conducted on the boards of the 
comic opera. It amounts to this: there 
are three points of which a good general 
takes no account : first, the enemy’s line 
of defence ; secondly, the enemy’s course 
of action; thirdly, the enemy's forces 
and resources. One has known wars 
conducted, alas! at least in their earlier 
stages, apparently upon this fashion ; but 
no military authority, except the 
Achaimenes of Hdt., has ever laid it 
down as a deliberate maxim. It might 
then be suspected that Hdt. is dramatic- 
ally conveying 8 criticism on the Persian 
plan of campaign; but if so, it is a 
grossly unfair one, and indeed refutes 
itself re has μὰ aegis he 
protested against reducing the number 
of his fleet, as the enemy will then be 
ἀξιόμαχοιῖ It is much more probable 
that this sentence represents some 
criticisms passed on the Greek plan of 
rh ope The τὰ cesvrod τίθεσθαι εὖ 
might pass as the Peloponnesian formula : 
Greeks outside the Peloponnesos might 
think they μὰς describing ge Pele- 

nnesian or Spartan notions of strategy 
and leading in the words of Achaimenes. 


16. waked vader to reflect, consider, 
ponder. Hdt. also (afterwards!) used 
the word for ‘to read,’ 1. 124, 2. 


125. 
τῇ τε στήσονται τ΄ π΄ : cp. 6. 175 


τά τε ποιήσουσι, ‘what they are 
going to do.’ 
17. ὅσοι τε πλῆθος εἰσί, ‘and whether 
they be few or many in number.’ 
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ἑωυτῶν πέρι φροντίζειν εἰσί, ἡμεῖς δὲ ἡμέων ὡσαύτως. 
Λακεδαιμόνιοι δὲ ἣν ἴωσι ἀντία ἸΠέρσῃσι ἐς μάχην, οὐδὲν τὸ 
237 παρεὸν τρῶμα ἀκεῦνται.᾽" ἀμείβεται Ἐξρξης τοισίδε. “’Ayal- 
peves, εὖ τέ μοι δοκέεις λέγειν καὶ ποιήσω ταῦτα. Δημάρητος 
δὲ λέγει μὲν τὰ ἄριστα ἔλπεται εἶναι ἐμοί, γνώμῃ μέντοι 
ἑσσοῦται ὑπὸ σεῦ. οὐ γὰρ δὴ κεῖνό γε ἐνδέξομαι ὅκως οὐκ 
ς εὐνοέει τοῖσι ἐμοῖσι πρήγμασι, τοῖσί τε λεγομένοισι πρότερον 
ἐκ τούτου σταθμώμενος καὶ τῷ ἐόντι, ὅτι πολεήτης μὲν 
πολιήτῃ εὖ πρήσσοντι φθονέει καὶ ἔστι δυσμενὴς τῇ συγῇ, 
οὐδ' ἂν συμβουλευομένου τοῦ ἀστοῦ πολεήτης ἀνὴρ τὰ ἄριστά 
οἱ δοκέοντα εἶναι ὑποθέοιτο, εἰ μὴ πρόσω ἀρετῆς ἀνήκοι" 
το σπάνιοι δὲ εἰσὶ οἱ τοιοῦτοι" ξεῖνος δὲ ξείνῳ εὖ πρήσσοντι 


18 περιφροντίζειν ἢ 


τοισίδε: τοῖσιδε Stein: τοῖσδε 
ABCd: εὖ νοεῖ R 
van H. 
9 ἀνήκοι ἀρετῆς B 10 δ᾽ B 


18. ἡμεῖς δὲ ἡμέων ὡσαύτως, ‘let each 
attend to his own business—the enemy 
to his, and we to ours—and all will be 
well’! Hdt. sometimes gets his ideas 
a little mixed ; cP. c. 152 supra. 
This is a good political but a bad 
polemical maxim. The use of the simple 

rsonal pronoun reflexively is unique 


in Hdt., but it is eased by the ἐκεῖνοί γε. 


αὐτοὶ ἑωυτῶν πέρι just before. 
19. οὐδὲν... dxedvrat = ἀκέσονται (Attic 
ἀκοῦνται), Stein; but cp. App. Crit. 
τὸ παρεὸν τρῶμα, evidently simply 


the affair at Thermopylai, without 
reference to affairs at Artemision ; cp. 6. 
288 supra. 

237. 2. εὖτε. . καί. .: a parataxis. 


Xerxes’ commendation is very ill-deserved 
by the speech of Achaimenes; but that 
the king endorsed the principle of joint- 
action and touch between the fleet and 
the army, the whole history of the cam- 
paign demonstrates. 

8. ἔλπεται, ‘expects,’ ‘believes’: 9. 
118. 

5. τοῖσί τε λεγομένοισι πρότερον : sc. 
in cc. 8, 101 ff., 209 supra. The main- 
tenance of the present λεγόμενα with the 
adverb πρότερον helps to stamp the con- 
versations as literary fictions. (Xerxes 
would have said λεχθέντα.) 

6. τῷ ἐόντι, ‘ the fact,’ which he pro- 
ceeds to state. 

πολιήτης μὲν πολιήτῃ: this is 


19 οὐδὲ ἕν a 
σονται Reiske: ἀκέονται Cobet: ἀνιεῦνται codd. (ἀνεῦνται C) 
4 ἕσσωται B || ἐκεῖνό RSz 
7 τῇ σιγῇ : TH τε 
8 οὐδ᾽ ἂν: οὐδὲν B || τοῦ. 


40 ἀκεῦνται Stein?: ἀκέ- 
237. 1 
δ εὐνοεῖ 
ἢ Β: τῇ φύσει Naber: del. 
. ἀνὴρ del. van H. || τὰ om. B 


eminently a Greek gnome, and no doubt 
embodies Greek experience and common 
sense. φθόνος, στάσις, was the price the 
Greek paid for ἐλευθερία, αὐτονομία, the 
πόλις (avons-nous changé tout cela ?). 
In 8. 80 Hdt. spares neither Greek nor 
barbarian: φθόνος δὲ ἀρχῆθεν ἐμφύεται 
ἀνθρώπῳ. This politic and mortal vice 
becomes a cosmic or divine principle, as 
in c. 46 supra, or inc. 10 ; cp. 236 above. 
. Τῇ σιγῇ : ‘‘tacite, clam,” Baehr ; 
‘by his silence,” Stein. But cp. App. 
ae βονλενομέν nsul 

8. συμ; ov: i.e. ‘consultin 
him’; cp. c. 284 supra, for the middle~ 

9. ε μὴ πρόσω ἀρετῆς ἀνήκοι : ‘nisi 

os in virtute fecisset progressus,”’ 
Baehr; cp. o. 9 supra és τοῦτο θράσεος 
ἀνήκει: ce also c. 18. The ἀρετή here 
mentioned is plainly not polemical, but 
political ; not courage, nor even justice, 
80 much as benevolence (φιλία). 

10. ξεῖνος δὲ ξείνῳ : Xerxes, the Persian 
king, extols the eminently Greek insti- 
tution of ξενία, as a corrective and con- 
trast for the relation of πολιήτης πολιήτῃ. 
Though the term is used by Hdt. of 
Xerxes’ own relatives, cc. 29, 116, yet 
manifestly the true feria which is here 
in view can only obtain between equals, 
and, properly speaking, between equals 
who are members of different political 
associations — tribal, civic, national. 
Thus, curiously enough, Hdt. in this 
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ἐστὶ εὐμενέστατον πάντων, συμβουλενομένον τε ἂν συμβουλεύ- 


Ν 
σειε τὰ ἄριστα. 


οὕτω ὧν [περὶ] κακολογίης τῆς ἐς Δημάρη- 


τον, ἐόντος ἐμοὶ ξείνου [πέρι], ἔχεσθαι τινὰ τοῦ λοιποῦ κελεύω." 
Ταῦτα εἴπας ἘΞέρξης διεξήιε διὰ τῶν νεκρῶν, καὶ Λεωνίδεω, 
ἀκηκοὼς ὅτι βασιλεύς τε ἦν καὶ στρατηγὸς Λακεδαιμονίων, 


ἐκέλευσε ἀποταμόντας τὴν κεφαλὴν ἀνασταυρῶσαι. 


11 ἔστι μὲν B 


Paris. 2933, Krueger: secl. Stein, Holder 


δῆλά μοι 


12 κακολογίης πέρι β, van H.: περὶ om. 


13 ἔχεσθαι β, Holder, 


van H.: ἀπέχεσθαι ΑΞ: περιέχεσθαί reliqui: πέρι, ἔχεσθαι Stein: πέρι 


seclusi 238. 2 ws ὅτι ἃ 


passage preaches, as the cure or corrective 
for inner discords, rivalries, jealousies, 
party struggles, in a society, not a de- 
velopment of virtue, or friendship in the 
given society—that is too much to ex- 
pect—but the encouragement of inter- 
national amities (between individuals). 

11. μένον re ἂν 
λεύσειε τὰ ἄριστα, ‘and when you con- 
sult him he would give you the best 
advice,’ i.e. according to his ability, ra 
ἄριστα ἔλπεται εἶναι. 

12. κακολογίης.. [πέρι]. Stein's com- 
parison of 8. 7 ldrrvoying χρησμῶν πέρι) 
might justify the maintenance of πέρι 
here secundo loco; but his punctuation 
with a comma after Δημάρητον is ques- 
tionable (unless another comma be p 
after ;felvov). ἐόντα ἐμοὶ ξεῖνον would 
have been clearer, and may have been 
the original reading ; but Baebr defends 
the genitive abs. as meaning not gus but 
quia meus est hospes. 

18. ἔχεσθαι, ‘refrain,’ ‘hold himself 
off’; and much more forcible with the 
direct genitive. τινά is courteous. 

τοῦ λοιποῦ : sc. χρόνου : primarily 
ἃ partitive genitive, serves as a date 
(cp. c. 166 supra) or period. Madvig, 
§ 66. 
238. 1. Ἐξέρξης διεξήιε διὰ τῶν νεκρῶν : 
oP. διεξιέναι c. 89, διεξήιε c. 40 supra. 
is inspection of the dead comes in here 
curiously in view of 8. 24, in connexion 
with which this must be read. 
The original draft of Hdt.’s work would 
seem notto have contained the (Athenian) 
story of the fighting off Artemision at 
all, or not at in the form in which 
we now read it. The previous conversa- 
tion τ Demaratos and samo a 
completely ignores it. Apparently in 
the original draft the Hellenes retired 
from Artemision without, or almost 
without, striking a blow (this was, 


3 ἐκέλενε C 


perhaps, as the Asianic Greeks liked to 
tell the story); cp. Introduction, 88 9, 10. 

2. ἀκηκοώξ : from Demaratos! but 
surely not first after the finding of the 
body? (Demaratos may have been sorry 
it was not the other king’s; cp. 6. 65 ff.) 

3. dworapdévras τὴν κοφαλὴν ἀνα- 
στα : decapitation was a Persian 
mode of execution, c. 35 supra, 8. 118, 
ΧΡ peat 2. 6. 1, ab ae oot this 
indignity to the corpse of hi ant 
(cama te truly barbarous—if et | - 
ported. The report is not quite clear: 
was only the head of Leonidas impaled ἢ 
Baehr understands αὐτόν after ἀνα- 
σταυρῶσαι, Blakesley, with strict attention 
to the actual expression, sets ‘it,’ viz. 


the head, on a pole. One hopes Dema- 
ratos had nothing to say to Raw- 
linson adduces 6] cases: the out- 


rages inflicted on the body of Amasis, 3. 
16 (by Kambyses); Xenoph. Anad. 3. 
1. 17 (Xenoph. log.) καὶ μὴν εἰ ὑφησόμεθα 
καὶ ἐπὶ βασιλεῖ γενησόμεθα, τί οἰόμεθα 
πείσεσθαι : ὃς καὶ τοῦ épounrplou καὶ ὁμοπα- 
τρίου ἀδελφοῦ καὶ τεθνηκότος ἤδη ἀποτεμὼν 
τὴν κεφαλὴν καὶ τὴν χεῖρα ἀνεσταύρωσεν 
(that was of course Kyros’s body and 
hand, as expressly recorded, 1. 10. 1. 
There was more excuse for that, as he 
was a traitor and rebel). The head and 
(r.) hand of Crassus were cut off by 
Surenas and sent into Armenia (to 
Hyrodas), Plutarch, Crass. 82. 

What became of the body of Leonidas ἢ 
Was it buried at chaps fags tong ? Sp 6. 
225 supra; and was it there still in 
Hdt.’s day? Pausanias 8. 14. 1 says 
that in al κράρ Bes the west of the Agora, 
was a kenotaph to Brasidas, and a little 
further on (opposite the theatre) me- 
morials of Pausanias and Leonidas: τὰ δὲ 
ὁστᾶ τοῦ Λεωνίδον τεσσαράκοντα + ἔτεσιν 
ὕστερον ἀνελομένον ἐκ Θερμοπυλῶν τοῦ 
Παυσανίου κεῖται. The passage is unfor- 
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πολλοῖσι μὲν Kal ἄλλοισι τεκμηρίοισι, ἐν δὲ καὶ 
ς ἥκιστα γέγονε, ὅτε βασιλεὺς Ἐξέρξης πάντων δὴ 
ἀνδρῶν ἐθυμώθη ζῶντι Λεωνίδῃ" οὐ γὰρ ἄν κοτε ἐς 
ταῦτα παρενόμησε, ἐπεὶ τιμᾶν μάλιστα νομέξουσι 
olda ἀνθρώπων Πέρσαι ἄνδρας ἀγαθοὺς τὰ πολέμις 
δὴ ταῦτα ἐποίευν τοῖσι ἐπετέτακτο [ποιέειν]," 
["Avecus δὲ ἐκεῖσε τοῦ λόγου τῇ μοι τὸ πρότερι 


4 ἕν A || καὶ: καὶ δὴ «: δὴ καὶ Wesseling, Palm, Ba 


6 ζώοντι ΟΡάς, vulg. || ἄν om. α 
8 οἱ Stein! 


9 ποιέειν Stein: del. van H. 
ἐξέλιπε secl. Stein®: totum caput damn. Kru 


7 ταῦτα om. B || παρ 
239. 
, Vide comn 


ἐκεῖσε : ἐπ᾽ ἐκεῖνο BP: yp. ἐκεῖσε Pmarg. || τὸ om. BPs, Holder 


tunately corrupt. ‘Pausanias’ is sus- 
picious, and ‘forty’ years after impos- 
sible. Perhaps the bones were brought 
back to Sparta four years after (476 Β.0.). 
The story in 8. 114 does not well agree 
with this account of the mutilation of 
the king’s corpse. 
μοι: an asyndeton, very un- 
usual in the case of δῆλα, which, Stein 
points out, is combined by Hdt. with 
γυν, ὧν, δέ, δή, τε, ὥστε, and adds: ‘The 
remark is probably a later addition.’ 
Optime. Cp. Introduction, § 9. The re- 
mark will extend down to τὰ πολέμια. 
But what were the πολλὰ ἄλλα τεκμήρια 
which Hdt. might have adduced of the 
anger (θυμός, cp. cco. 11, 89 supra) of 
Xerxes against the Spartan king and 
commander! And even this anger is 
not brought into any rational motiva- 
tion ; e.g. the supposed Spartan outrage 
on the Persian heralds, c. 183 supra. 
δ. πάντων . . ἀνδρῶν : with Λεωνίδῃ. 
6. οὐ ἄν, ‘for, otherwise . .’; here 
the protasis is easily supplied oa the 
context (εἰ μὴ ἐθυμώθη). wapev : 
a barbarous king might break Hellonio 
law. On a Greek battle-field the corpses 
would have been returned ὑποσπόνδους. 
7. μάλιστα .. τῶν ἐγὼ οἶδα : a more 
rsonal formula than the commoner τῶν 
μεῖς ἴδμεν. On the point cp. c. 181 
supra: this opinion would hardly have 


pleased the Spartans. 
8. of κτλ. This sentence seems 
originally to have immediately succeeded 


the word ἀνασταυρῶσαι above, and to 
have immediately preceded the words ol 
δὲ Ἕλληνες ἐς τὸν ναντικὸν στρατὸν 
ταχθέντες with which Bk. 8 now opens. 

9. τοῖσι ἐπετέτακτο [ποιέειν] : 80. 
τοιαῦτα, Or ταῦτα πρήσσειν, cp. c. 39 


supra; and the more ele 
c. 86, τοῖσι προσέκειτο αὕτη 
The pluperfect marks the 

official character of the ἐπ 
than that the order had b 


hoc). 

239. The whole chapte 
by Krueger on grounds ἡ 
classified as follows :—{i.) 
Ην erage is pp 

ough it were part o 
ment, resumed after an 

i ion; whereas it is 
which is the digression. 
formula for the digression, 
return (ἄνειμε. . ἐξέλιπε), 
dotean. Hdt.’s formula 
ἐπάνειμι ἐπὶ τὸν hart peal 
supra, 1. 140.  (iii.) 
badly introduced here, 
excuse in the context. I! 
in anywhere, it should 1 
6. 220 supra. (iv.) The as 
θοντο Αακεδαιμόνιοι is into 
The argument is badly co 
the description of the wonde 
is postponed to a disquis 
motives of Demaratos ; (ὃ 
is asserted to be ill-will, : 
an ἐμῷ question. (vi.) ‘ 
of the passage is not Gr 
Herodotean, but late: 
‘broke off,’ ceased, was ir 
bad (but cp. infra); (δ) - 
for τὸ ἐν Δελφοῖς és Δελφούς 
(6) τρόπῳ θωμασίῳ is neo 
Greek expression ; (α) συμμ 
be συμμαχέει (cp. 1. 98); 
what follows, instead οἱ 
these are late or rare we 
ἐκκνάειν (ἅπαξ 2X.) ἐπιτήκι 
Van Herwerden regards ΚΙ 


238-239 
ἐπύθοντο 


Λακεδαιμόνιοι ὅτι 


ΠΟΛΥΜΝΙΑ 
βασιλεὺς στέλλοιτο 


9δ8 


ἐπὶ τὴν 





ments as good, and brackets the whole 
chapter. Stein obelizes only the first 
sentence, which is genuine, if the rest of 
the chapter is genuine. Krueger’s - 
ments are not all sound, nor all equally 
unsound. (ii.) The formula does not 
mean, ‘I resume my story, the thread 
of my story, where it was interrupted,’ 
or ‘broke off’; it means, ‘I will here 
return to a place in the story, where on 
the former occasion (in the former draft) 
I was guilty of an omission’ (or, where 
the former narrative made an omission). 
Thus (i.) the anecdote is not really 
introduced here as a resumption of the 
main thread, or current, of the story, 
but as a casus omissus, as an appendix 
and supplement. That being 80, the 
formula could not be identical with that 
for resuming the interrupted current of 
the main narrative, and the very varia- 
tion of the formula is itself significant. 
The appendix has not, indeed, much 
justification in the context, but it has 
some. (iii.) Stein, who accepts all the 
chapter except the first (and indispens- 
able) sentence or junctura as genuine, 
oints out that the preceding 

contained a striking evidence of the 
loyalty of Demaratos to Xerxes and the 
Persian cause. The forger (it must be 
admitted), equally with the author, might 
see to that. (iv.) The Asyndeton is no 
more intolerable here than in the pre- 
ceding chapter (Stein’s acceptance of all 
but the first sentence verily makes the 
Asyndeton intolerable). (v.) Badly con- 
ducted arguments are not really un- 
Herodotean ; there are heaps of them in 
the genuine work. (vi.) The arguments 
from lan e are overdone: ἐκλείπειν is 
a word used by Hut. in a variety of 
senses ; in 4. 838 ἐκλιπεῖν “Avdpow is to 
‘skip’ Andros; c. 83 supra contains a 
very strange use of the word ; Aischy]. 
Pers. 513 πολλὰ δ᾽ ἐκλείπω λέγων, “1 
omit a great deal in my report.’ (0) a 
textual emendation would set right. 
(c) Is it τρόπος or θωμάσιος, or the com- 
bination of the two, which is barbarous ? 
The expression certainly is not happy, 
or even true; but why not Greek? (d) 
συμμάχεσθαι is used by Xenophon, Plato, 
etc., but not apparently earlier. (6) 
ταῦτα seems paralleled in c. 152 supra: 
ταῦτα λέγεται ws κτλ The Testi- 
monia for this chapter do not prove its 
authenticity, but they date the text 
a long way back, and the anecdote 
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still further. Thus Pollux cites ‘ Hero- 
dotos’ for words found only in this 
passage, and so carries it far beyond any 
extant Ms., and perhaps to the Arche- 
type: Onomast. 4. 18 Ἡρόδοτος μὲν 
λέγει δελτίον δίπτυχον : 10. 58 Ἡρόδοτος 
μὲν γὰρ κηρὸν εἴρηκεν (τῇ πινακίδι ἐνόντα). 
Again, Aeneas Tacticus (circa 350 8.0.) 
has the anecdote without names, places, 
or date: Poliork. 81. 14 ἤδη δέ τις ἐν 
δέλτον ξύλῳ γράψας κηρὸν ἐπέτηξε [v.1. 
ἐπέθηκε) καὶ ἄλλα εἰς τὸν κηρὸν ἐνέγραψεν. 
εἶτα ὅτε ἦλθε wap’ ὃν ἔδει, ἐκκνήσας τὸν 
κηρὸν καὶ ἀναγνοὺς ὁμοτρόπως ἀντεπέ- 
στειλεν. This text is apparently genuine, 
and possibly based upon the here 
in question; at least Valckenaer was 
hardly right in thinking Polyainos 2. 20 
derived from Aeneas as alternative to 
Hdt., for the anecdote is there told 
without the use of a single notable word 
from this chapter (except the proper 
names): Δημάρατος, ἐπιστέλλων Σπαρ- 
τιάταις περὶ τῆς Ξέρξου στρατείας, ἐς πτύχα 
ἀκήρωτον τὴν ἐπιστολὴν γράψας ἐπεκή- 
βωσεν, ἵνα ὡς ἄγραφος διὰ τῶν φυλάκων 


κομισθῃ. If it is too much to say that 
Polyainos here owes nothing to Hadt., 
yet Trogus Pompeius had told the 


anecdote in an alternative version, in 
which the ‘sister of Leonidas’ figures 
unnamed, a ‘slave’ is introduced as 
messenger, and the action of Demaratos is 
ascribed to patriotism. Either Trogus, 
i.e. his source, is contradicting Hdt., or 
an interpolator of Hdt. is contradicting 
the amicitior patriae ‘ugam, 

regi post beneficia of the rival source (cp. 
Justin 2. 10. 12-17). The existence, 
perhaps pre-existence, of the variant is 
adverse to the authenticity of the text. 
In fine, there are four principal counta 
against the passage. 

1. The linguistic or stylistic peculi- 
arities in the chapter throw doubt on its 
Herodotean authorship. The late words 
are most suspicious ; the accumulation 
of anomalies betrays a forger. 

2. The extremely unfavourable impres- 
sion of Demaratos conveyed by this 
chapter conflicts with all the other 

in which he figures in the 
work of Hdt. (but cp. 6. 61). 

3. This chapter supplies the name of 
the wife of nidas. It appears, in 
fact, as a combination of ο. 205 supra 
with 5. 48. 

4. The existence of the discrepant 
version (Trogus), and what may be called 
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Ἑλλάδα πρῶτοι, καὶ οὕτω δὴ ἐς τὸ χρηστήριον τὸ « 
ἀπέπεμψαν, ἔνθα δή σφι ἐχρήσθη τὰ ὀλύγῳ πρότε 


ς ἐπύθοντο δὲ τρόπῳ θωμασίῳ. 


Δημάρητος γὰρ ὁ΄ 


φυγὼν ἐς Μήδους, ὡς μὲν ἐγὼ δοκέω καὶ τὸ 

συμμάχεται, οὐκ Fv evvoos Λακεδαιμονίοισι, πάρεστ 
ζειν εἴτε εὐνοίῃ ταῦτα ἐποίησε εἴτε καὶ καταχαίρα 
γὰρ Ἐξέρξῃ ἔδοξε στρατηλατέειν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδι 
10 Σούσοισι ὁ Δημάρητος καὶ πυθόμενος ταῦτα ἠθέλ' 


δαιμονίοισι ἐξαγγεῖλαι. 


ἄλλως μὲν δὴ οὐκ εἶχε 


5 θωμασίῳ Stein?: θωμασίωι C: θωμασιω B: θωυμασίο 


Holder 
δὴ om. a 


the ‘ tentative’ version (Aeneas), suggests 
that this anecdote is a gradual and 
relatively late fabrication, and cannot 
be traced back to the sole authority of 
Hdt. in this passage, which might have 
commanded more general assent from 
the first. 

But if the student of Hdt. should still 
prefer errare cum Steinio (quem ne hic 
quidem nisi summa cum laude nomino !) 
he must see, with Stein, in this chapter 
evidence of at least one retractation of the 
work by its author. Stein regards this 
passage, though “‘irreproachable in con- 
tents and language” (nach Inhalt und 
Sprache unverdachtig), as a later addition 
from the author's hand—with the excep- 
tion of the first sentence, which he 
regards as a spurious and therefore still 
later addition. Here then is a recogni- 
tion, quantum valeat, of the three drafts ! 
Cp. Introduction, § 9. 

1. Ave: cp. c. 187 supra, ad 7. 4. 82 
ἀναβήσομαι δὲ és τὸν Kar’ ἀρχὰς fia λέξων 
λόγον, 5. 62 ἀναλαβεῖν τὸν κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς ha 
λέξων λόγον. 

ἐκεῖσε τοῦ λόγον : obviously c. 220 
supra, where there is no explanation 
given of how the Spartans came to have 
word of the projected invasion αὐτίκα 
κατ᾽ ἀρχάς. For ὁ λόγος cp. 6. 171 
supra, 4. 16, 80, 82. 

τὸ πρότερον is the most puzzling 
term in the sentence, but it is equally 
puzzling whether it came from an inter- 

olator's hand or from the author's. 
he difficulty would be solved by drop- 
ping the article ; cp. Apparatus Criticus. 
(Schweighaeuser held that with the 
adverb of time, or place, the article made 
no difference. ) 
ἐξέλιπε, explained above. Com- 


6 εἰκὸς B 


8 ἐπείτε γὰρ om. B 


9 ἐδόκε 


mentators, who do not : 
writer is, not returning 

current of the story, but 
a failure, or omission, in tl 
find a great difficulty in th 

3. πρῶτοι: what, before 
6. 150 supra. 

οὕτω δή looks like ‘ 
not ‘tum demum’; Steir 
But is the δή genuine f 

τὸ ἐς Δελφούς : Stei 
ἐς τὴν Σύρτιν τὴν és Ack 
λίμνη. The parallel is m 
the Syrtis might be said tc 
more easily than the Or 
Δελφούς. (Is this a late 
approaching a Latinism f 

phos ἢ) 

4. τὰ ὀλίγῳ πρότερον | 
c. 220. The pseudo-Hero 
courage of his craft; but 
perhaps, have said εἶτα ; cy 

δ. θωμασίῳ, Herat 
‘admirable,’ excellent, c 
meaning. 

Δημάρητος... ὁ "As 
patronymic 18 not necessa 
ing, but it is here a litt 
coming so soon after cc. 28 

6. ἐς Μήδους : cp. 6. 7 
phrase is not used). 

τὸ οἰκὸς ἐμοὶ συμ; 
σύμμαχόν ἐστι, perhaps tk 
more Herodotean ἢ) phrase ; 
5. 43 καίτοι τὸ εἰκὸς copy 
τὸ οἰκός c. 103 su 

7. πάρεστι δὲ εἰκάζειν 
supra πάρεστι δὲ καὶ ora 
45 πάρεστι. . προσχωρέε. 
see above. 

9. ἐν Σούσοισι: ὁ. 3 su; 

11. exe: ἐδύνατο. 
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ἐπικίνδυνον yap ἦν μὴ λαμφθείη, ὃ δὲ μηχανᾶται τοιάδε" 
δελτίον δίπτυχον λαβὼν τὸν κηρὸν αὐτοῦ ἐξέκνησε, καὶ ἔπειτα 
ἐν τῷ ξύλῳ τοῦ δελτίονυ ἔγραψε τὴν βασιλέος γνώμην, ποιήσας 
δὲ ταῦτα ὀπίσω ἐπέτηξε τὸν κηρὸν ἐπὶ τὰ γράμματα, ἵνα 
φερόμενον κεινὸν τὸ δελτίον μηδὲν πρῆγμα παρέχοι πρὸς τῶν 
ὁδοφυλάκων. ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ ἀπίκετο ἐς τὴν Λακεδαίμονα, οὐκ 
εἶχον συμβαλέσθαι οἱ Λακεδαιμόνιοι, πρίν γε δή σφι, ὡς ἐγὼ 
πυνθάνομαι, Κλεομένεος μὲν θυγάτηρ Λεωνίδεω δὲ γυνὴ Γοργὼ 
ὑπέθετο ἐπιφρασθεῖσα αὐτή, τὸν κηρὸν ἐκκνᾶν κελεύουσα, καὶ 


14 τῷ om. a || ἔγραφε B || βασιλέως a 


15 ἐπέτεξε SV: ἐπέταξε R 


16 κεινὸν om. B || πρᾶγμα S || παρέχει RV: παρέχῃ S: παρέχοι <oi> 


Abresch 


17 ἐπείτε vel ἐπειδὴ S¢? van H. 


19 δὲ om. R 20 


αὐτὸ ἃ || ἐκκνᾶν Naber, van H., Stein®: κνᾶν 


12. : Bc. ὁ Δημάρητος, ‘ was 
found out. The use is remarkable, as 
the idea of actual ‘arrest’ is hardly 
present ; and so it goes beyond λαμῴθῆναι 
in 2. 89. Perhaps the subject here is 
really ὁ ἄγγελος, out of ἐξαγγεῖλαι. 

ὃ δὲ μηχανᾶται τοιάδε: the δέ 
with resiinied subject ; cp.c. 51. There 
are three other stories in Hdt. of in- 

nious devices for sending messages : 
α) the story of Kyros and his hare, 1. 
123 ; (δ) the story of Histiaios and ‘the 
man with the tattooed head,’ 5. 35; (c) 
the story of the arrow, 8. 128. Of the 
four, (ad) the device of Demaratos is the 
poorest, and the most improbable in 
itself, and comes in for scant recognition 
by Aeneas 1.6. in his list of ἐπιστολῶν 
κρνφαίων πέμψεις. 

13. δελτίον κτλ. : on the language of 
this sentence see above. 

14. ἔγραψε τὴν βασιλέος γνώμην : cp. 
supra Ξέρξῃ ἔδοξε στρατηλατέειν ἐπὶ τὴν 
Ἑλλάδα. What ἃ ssion this tablet 
(if genuine !) would have been, though 
only a wooden one (there are older ones 
in our sea al yaaa 

15. ἐπέτηξε τὸν κηρόν. κηρός is pro- 
perly beeswax; Pollux 10. 58 gives μάλθη 
and μάλθα, from Kratinos and Aristo- 
phanes, as the material used on writing- 
tablets, and the word is found ap. ps.- 
Demosthenen 42. 11 ἐν μάλθῃ γεγραμ- 
μένην τὴν μαρτυρίαν. Pure wax was 
probably easier to remove. 

16. κεινόν : but would not even the 
blank tablet have excited suspicion ? 
Would not an innocent message on the 
wax to another address have been even 
more secure ? 


17. ὁδοφνλάκων : cp. 1. 12 supra. 
ἀπίκετο: τὰ γράμματα τὸ δελτίον ἵ 
ὁ ἄγγελοςῖ Was it handed from place 
to place, or conveyed by one hand all 
the way? The writer seems acquainted 
with a postal system (perhaps the 
Roman ?). 
οὐκ εἶχον συμβαλέσθαι : cp. εἶχε 
supra, συμβαλέσθαι 4. 15, 45, 87, ete. 
But what did they wish to reckon with, 
calculate, or ‘conjecture’? The mean- 
ing of the ὉΠ ΒΙΥ tablet? Or what they 
were to do with it? Or who had sent it ? 
18. ὡς ἐγὼ πυνθάνομαι: a deliberate 
Herodotean touch; cp. 8. 35 and cc. 
114, 224 supra. 
19. KAcopéveos μὲν θυγάτηρ Δεωνίδεω 
δὲ we cp. c. 205 supra. 
opy®: cp. 5. 48, 51. She was 
eight or nine years of age in 498 8.0. 
How old she was αὐτίκα κατ᾽ ἀρχὰς τοῦ 
πολέμον τούτου ἐγειρομένον depends on 
the date fixed therefor; but in 481 B.c. 
this ingenious lady would still have been 
but five or six and twenty. Her name 
is superb: a Valkyrie sort of name, 
Grimmhilde, or what not (Pape-Benseler, 
sub n.), Γοργοῦς ὄμματ᾽ ἔχων Il. 8. 849 
of Hektor. Notwithstanding its terrible 
associations the name was not uncommon 
(cp. Theokrit. Jd. 15, in quite humble 
circumstances), but the daughter of 
Kleomenes is the first mo of the 
name known to story. She did not lose 
her head; but alas! her hero lost his 


(c. 288 supra). 

20. ὑπέθετο αὐτή, ‘of 
her own accord devised and made a 
suggestion.’ αὐτή is curious, and so is 
the vagueness of the object for ἐπιῴρα- 


μή 


5 


356 HPOAOTOY TIOAYMNIA . 


εὑρήσειν σφέας γράμματα ἐν τῷ ξύλῳ. πειθόμενοι 
καὶ ἐπελέξαντο, ἔπειτα δὲ τοῖσι ἄλλοισι “ἔλλησι ἐπ 
ταῦτα μὲν δὴ οὕτω λέγεται γενέσθαι. 


21 πιθόμενοι van H. 22 ἄλλοισι om. B || ἀπέστειλαν | 
23 ταῦτα μὲν... γενέσθαι hic omissa in principio libr. seq. « 


HPOAOTOY Z a: τέλος ἡροδότου ἱστοριῶν ἑβδόμης d 


σθεῖσα: but the word is Herodotean ; 
cp. 1. 48, 4. 200, 6. 61. 

ἐκκνᾶν. καὶ εὑρήσειν, impera- 
tive (infinitive), and predicative after 
wenn 

22. tre\dfavro: in the sense of ‘to 
read,’ as here, 1. 124, 2. 125. 

ἐπέστελαν: sent ‘ despatches’ 
(ἐπιστολάς) ; cp. 8. 40. 


28. ταῦτα μέν serves nov 
pond with the first words 
cp. c. 288 supra. 


λέγεται rather discoun 
dility of the anecdote: did 
polator realize that? It is: 
which Hdt. used of his ‘ 
Quelle.’ 
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